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| Tue case of Hagg v. Brooks (L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 475), is somewhat 

CURRENT TOPICS. | important in its practicallesson. Theaction was forrecovery of posses- 
| sion of premises by virtue of a proviso in a lease for —— years 

| giving the landlord or his assigns power to determine the at the 
| end of the first fourteen years, ‘‘ by delivering to the tenant, his exe- 
Mr. Cartes Beat, who was the senior clerk to the Chancery cutors, administrators, or assigns,” six months’ notice of his intention 
Registrars, has been appointed twelfth Registrar, filling the vacancy | to so do. The plaintiff was assignee of the reversion, and had sent a 
caused by the death of Mr. Texspare. Mr. Brat was appointed a| notice by post to the former residence of the lessee, which notice 
clerk in the Registrars’ Office in May, 1864. was returned, and admittedly had not reached the lessee, who had 
become insolvent, after mortgaging the lease. The defendant was 

| tenant to the mortgagee, and the mortgage was by way of under- 

sed | lease, probably for the whole term less one day. There was no 
| provision in the lease for leaving the notice on the demised 
premises. Notices had been served on the defendant and upon 
'the mortgagee. The question was whether notice had been 
| delivered to the “assigns” of the lessee within the meaning of the 
| proviso, and Maruew, J., who tried the case without a jury, held 
We print elsewhere new regulations, which have been made by | that it had not, and that, therefore, the plaintiff must fail. ‘* Pur- 
Mr. Justice Cave, for the conduct of business in bankruptcy in the x13” [the mortgagee by way of underlease ], said the learned judge, 
High Court, in substitution for the regulations of the 7th of | « is not assignee [sic], but only a sub-tenant, and the notice could 
January, 1884. | only be served by delivering it to Curtis” [the lessee]. That the 
| mortgagee was not assignee is, of course, clear enough, but in 


Tae ENFORCED ABSENCE of Mrs. Wetpon from the Royal Courts | order to make the notice a bad one, it should have appeared 


of Justice has not prevented her from raising a fresh point of some 
interest as to her right to be brought up from prison to conduct a case 
in person before the Court of Appeal. It will be remembered that 
the writ of habeas corpus ad testificandum is applicable only to 
persons in custody under civil process, the case of prisoners in 


criminal cases being provided for by the 16 & 17 Vict. c. 30, s. 9, | Che texpurtenhe tie ebahs of providing that notice may be 


which authorizes one of her Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State, : ; . 
or a judge of one of the superior courts, on application by affidavit, served on the demised premises ; and we have reason to believe that 
| this is too often overlooked. 


to issue a warrant or order ‘for bringing up any prisoner or person | 
confined in any gaol, prison, or place under any sentence or under 
commitment for trial or otherwise, except under process in any 
civil action, suit, or proceeding, before any court, judge, justice, | 
or any judicature, to be examined as a witness in any cause, civil Tue pecistoy of Mr. Justice Pearson in In re Knatchbull’s Settled 
or criminal,” to be dealt with in the same manner asa prisoner Estate (33 W. R. 10, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 349) was affirmed last week 
brought up under a habeas corpus ad testificandum. Although by the Court of Appeal. We give in another column a report of 
this enactment would, of course, enable Mrs. Weipoy to be the decision. The case raised the question, as the reader will 
brought up before a court of first instance in which her remember, whether terminable charges upon settled land, which 
evidence was necessary, it clearly does not contemplate the have been incurred in respect of money borrowed for the execution 
case of a prisoner desiring to argue a case before an appellate of improvements under the Land Improvement Act, 1864, may be 
tribunal. Several attempts have, however, been made to obtain an compounded for, and paid off ina lump out of capital money arising 
ordinary writ of habeas corpus in similar cases. In Fordv. Nassau under the Settled Land Act, 1882. The Court of Appeal agreed 
(9 M. & W. 793), Panxe, B., said that there was no precedent for with Mr. Justice Pxarson in answering this question in the 
granting a writ of habeas corpus to bring up a person in custody negative. We are not in any way surprised at this decision, though 
under an attachment to enable him to’move the court to set it aside. we may, perhaps, not easily understand all the reasons given by 
In Clark v. Smith (3 ©. B. 984), it was laid down that, to the learned judges. The tenant for life, who desired to redeem 
entitle a prisoner in custody to a writ of habeas corpus, enabling the charges in question, relied upon the language of section 21, 
him to be present at the argument of a rule in which he was sub-section (ii.), of the Settled Land Act, which permits capital 
interested, the court must be satisfied that his presence is money arising under the Act to be applied, among other things, 
‘necessary, as well as advantageous,” to him. In Fx parte ‘‘in discharge, purchase, or redemption of incwmbrances affecting 
Cobbett (3 H. & N. 155), the applicant was in prison for debt, and the inheritance of the settled land, or other the whole estate, the 
the Court of Exchequer held that he was not entitled, as of right, subject of the settled land.” We humbly confess that we should 
to a writ of habeas corpus to enable him to conduct a case in person not have been in the least shocked if the court had decided the 
at Wisi Prius, although Pottock, C.B., observed that, if his | case merely upon the above-cited language of the Act, for we do 
evidence was necessary, he would be entitled toa writ of habeas not think that a terminable rent-charge can, with any propriety, 
corpus ad testificandum. Ex parte Cobbett, although the case be said to affect the inheritance, and we are quite clear that it can- 
of a prisoner under civil process, is stated to have been the not, without actual absurdity, be said to affect the whole estate, the 
authority acted upon by Porzockx, B., in refusing the applica- sudject of the settlement. We might add that the manifest absurdity 
tion made to him on Mrs. Wrupon’s behalf.’ Mr. Cosnerr was of the latter proposition is also a good argument to show that the 
also the subject of a similar application, made by his wife former is equally remote from the Acts intention ; for it is evident 
in Benns v. Morley (2 C. B. v. S. 116), when he desired, that the phrase, “other the whole estate,” is used only as an 








Te vacancy among the clerks of the Chancery Registrars, cau 
by the promotion of Mr. Brat, has been supplied by the appoint- 
ment of Mr. Broxam, a son of Mr. Ricuarp Broxam, the Taxing 
Master. 








that he was not an assign, within the meaning of the proviso. Is 
this perfectly clear? May it not be contended that a mortgagee 
by way of underlease for all the term except one day is, to all 
intents and purposes, the representative of the lessee for the pur- 
pose of receiving such notice? For convenience he has been con- 
stituted sub-tenant instead of assignee. The lesson of the case is 





though still in prison, to move in person for a new trial, but this amplification of the previous phrase, ‘the inheritance,” and that 

application also was refused, Cocxsury, ©.J., stating, on the the inheritance is here only a particular branch of the class marked 

authority of Ford v. Nassau, that there was no form of writ out by the words, “‘whole estate.” The court, however, seem to 

applicable to the bringing up of a prisoner for such a purpose. have thought that these terminable charges are within the language 
26 
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of the Act relating to the inheritance, and {they had recourse to 
some slightly tortuous reasoning, in order to show that they are 
not within the Act’s intention. They seem to have founded their 
decision chiefly upon the consideration that, if such charges might 
now, since the passing of the Act, be paid off out of capital money, 
which previously could not have been done, the results of the Act’s 
working would be to effect a great change in the relations of tenant 
for life and remainderman inter se ; and the learned judges thought 
that this could not have been the Act’s meaning. The objection 
to this line of reasoning is that it does not seem to apply to termin- 
able charges created under the Act of 1864 since the passing of 
the Act of 1882; and if such charges were likely to be at all 
common, the circumstance would probably lead to further litiga- 
tion. But the Act of 1882 provides tenants for life with easier 
and more favourable methods of effecting the objects proposed by 
the Act of 1864, so that this question is rather one of theory than 
practice. It is still, however, the fact that, by virtue of collateral 

islation, one or two things can be effected under the machinery 
supplied by the Act of 1864 which could not be done under the 
Act of 1882; so that the mooting of the question is not an 


impossibility 








REGISTRATION OF TRADE-MARKS: 
THE THREE-MARK RULE. 
I 


Tue decision of Mr. Justice Pearson in the case of Re Wragg’s 
Trade-Mark (noted ante, p. 273), was based upon what is known 
as “the three-mark rule,” in connection with the registration of 
trade-marks, and as cases must frequently arise on which that 
rule has a bearing, it may be useful to direct attention to the 
mode in which it operates. 

The circumstances under which the rule came into existence 
were as follow :—The Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1875 (38 & 
39 Vict. c. 91) became law on the 13th of August, 1575, and by 
that Act a system of registration was, for the first time, established 
im this country. After the date fixed by the Act, but afterwards 
extended, no action could be brought for the infringement of an 
unregistered trade-mark; and though by the Act of 1876 the 
possession of a certificate of refusal to register was allowed to 
to an unsuccessful claimant for registration of an old trade- 
such rights in the rejected mark as he had previously 


I 


possessed, yet, since registration was hardly ever, if ever, refused 
on any other grounds than such as would, before the Registration 
Actas, to deprive a trade-mark of protection, the 


e 

i cam that, with very rare exceptions, registration 
was essential to tion. In order to be" qualified for that 
5. im a mark was required to comply with the defini- 
tion contained in section 10 of the Act, which prescribed the 
elements of which one or more must be contained in a valid trade- 
mark, and in al] cases required the existence of something 
“ distinctive.” Then, in contemplation of the possibility that the 
same, or substantially the same, trade-mark might be claimed by 
move persons than one for the same goods, the Act provided by sec- 
thon 5 that if each of several persons claimed the registration of the 
same trade-mark, none was to be registered without the determina- 
tion of this court—thus providing for simultaneous applications ; 
amd by section 6, that when a mark was actually registered, the 
same or 4 similar mark was not to be registered for the same goods 
without the leave of the court--thus providing for successive 
The Act contained no direct reference to the question 
vhether two or more identical or similar marks might, under any 
crcamméancet, te registercA for the same goods by different persons, 
and the protability would appear to be that, if that contingency 
was contemplated at all, it was only contemplated as likely to 
atise im canes in which persons who fad been connected in some 

way im business sent in rival claims. 
When, however, the Act came into full operation, the registrar 
tw view, mibjet to the control of the Commissioners of Peteute 
the working A the Act was intrusted, found it fre uently happened 


ti 


hai pereoms applied for the registration of substantiall 
identical marks for the same goods, and, while it was obvious that, 


‘ 


im some A these cases, the mark hod teen w commonly used that 
86 inliividesl could have any exclusive right in it, on the other 





| 


hand, the question arose whether some concession might not be 
made to claimants where only a small number had used the same 
mark. The matter was laid by the registrar before the Com- 
missioners of Patents, and they decided that, up to the number of 
three, similar or even identical old marks—+.e., marks used before 
the 13th of August, 1875—might be registered ; but that, where 
such marks had been used by more than three different persons, 
they could not be said to be “distinctive” within section 10, but 
all applications for registration must be refused ; and by a letter 
dated the 4th of April, 1877, addressed to the Committee of 
Experts at Manchester, and containing the instructions by which 
they were to be guided in dealing with the cotton marks brought 
before them, the Commissioners of Patents instructed the com- 
mittee, among other things, that, in all cases where more than 
three persons applied for registration of the same mark for the 
same description of goods, such mark must be considered as a 
trade-mark not within the meaning of the Act, and must be 
refused registration. And, by certain supplementary directions, 
the committee were told that the above rule extended to marks so 
similar, or so nearly resembling each other, as to be substantially 
the same marks, or calculated to deceive, and was not to be con- 
fined to identical marks (see Re Brook, 26 W. R. 791). 

This rule having been laid down by the Commissioners of 
Patents, the next step was its adoption by the court, and, as the 
cases upon the subject have not, in several instances, been reported 
in a readily accessible shape, it may be advisable to examine them 
a little in detail. The first case, it is believed, in which the rule 
of the commissioners was followed by the court was the case of 
Re The Walkden Aérated Waters Company, heard on the 8th of 
June, 1877, before the late Master of the Rolls, Sir G. Jessel, 
whose double position as a commissioner of patents and a judge of 
first instance in the Chancery Division, coupled with the great 
attention and discrimination with which he regarded cases con- 
nected with the registration of trade-marks, caused the great 
majority of such cases to be brought before him until his labours 
were confined to the Court of Appeal in 1881. In the Walkden 
Company’s case the application was for the registration of a new 
mark, consisting of a device of a cock surmounting a dark disc, 
on the centre of which was the capital letter ‘‘W” in white. 
Two previous applications had been made for the registration of 
old trade-marks for the same goods—viz., mineral and aérated 
waters—which appeared to the registrar to clash with the com- 
pany’s application. The first of these old marks consisted of a 
device of a cock within a shield, surrounded by a double circle 
bearing the words, ‘‘ Cockcroft’s Mineral Waters,” and the second 
consisted of a device of a cock standing on a sodawater bottle, 
and surrounded by a double circle bearing the words, ‘‘ R. Thomp- 
son, Bishop Auc .’ In both of these marks the bird was 
much larger than in the company’s trade-mark. The company 
had obtained the consent of Mr. Cockcroft to their registration, 
but had not heard of Mr. Thompson, and the Master of the 
Rolls held that the marks were sufficiently similar to clash, 
and that the company could not register without obtaining 
Mr. Thompson’s consent, as well as Mr. Cockcroft’s. With 
the consent of both, the mark was allowed to be registered. 
Sir G. Jessel explained the registration of the two old marks by 
—_ that the registrar could not help registering both marks 
where both were old, and he stated the three-mark rule as above. 
In Re Powell, on the 12th of January, 1878, Sir G. Jessel allowed 
two persons to register independently trade-marks for sauce, con- 
sisting of the device of a willow-pattern plate, which the one 
claimant had used since 1864, and the other since 1868, and he 
stated that each party, having bond fide used the mark for some 
years, and under such circumstances that each would be clearly 
entitled to be registered if the mark had not been used by the 
other, the proper course was to allow both to register, since the 
mere fact of user by another person could not deprive the owner 
of his right to be registered. * 

Ite Hyde & Co., on the 18th of January, 1878 (26 W. R. 625, 
L. KR. 7 Ch. D. 724), also before Sir G. Jessel, was a caso of a 
different description. In this case, a firm of sealing-wax manfu- 
facturers hal adopted a trade-mark, consisting of the words 
“Bank of © ” wome forty years before 1875; but those 
words had been o by at least six other firms prior to that 
year, and had been used by them for of thirty yoars down- 
wards, ond that to the knowledge of Hyde & Co, for six yoars or 
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Seeseshe ute. Then, when the Act cumner the Ape, Hyde & Go. | that the registration had been made at the risk of ed ony 
sought to re-establish by registration the exelusive right to the | tering; and it seems that, even if it had been proved the 
words which they had originally possessed, but had lost by the | common user by other persons had had its origin in common piracy, 


common user, and, on completing their registration, notified the 
fact to the trade. Thereupon the six firms who had used the mark 
moved to take the mark off the register, which was done, the 
Master of the Rolls restating, in the course of the argument, the 
three-mark rule, and holding that, the mark being common at 
the date of registration, the registration was wrongful, even 
though the registered owners had been the first to use 
the words, and that the wrongful registration having been 
effected at the risk of the proprietors, they must pay the costs 
of the application for removal, notwithstanding that the 
applicants might have opposed their registration before it was 
completed, if they had observed their advertisement in the Trade- 
Marks Journal. The order was made under section 5 of the Act 
of 1875, authorizing the rectification of the register on application 
by a person aggrieved. In Re Brook, April 1 and 2, 1878 (26 
W. R. 791), Hall, V.C., appears to have recognized the existence 
of the three-mark rule, though it was not necessary for the 
re iggy of his judgment to refer to it. In Re Leonard? (Jessel, 
M.R., April 12, 1878), the question was with reference to certain 
marks for steel pens, which had been registered notwithstanding 
that they contained, together with distinetive i other 
symbols and words which were common to the trade; and with the 
consent of the registered proprietor an application was made to the 
court by other firms of pen-makers, under section 5, for the 
rectification of the register by entering a disclaimer by Mr. Leonardt 
of any exclusive rights to the use of the common ents. The 
Master of the Rolls made the order, being satisfied from the eyid- 
ence that the words and symbols had been in use by more than 
three firms engaged in the pen trade for some years previously. 
The next case was the important one of Re Jelley, Son, & Jones 
(51 L. J. Ch. 689n.), before Jessel, M.R., on the 18th of May, 
1878, in which several points were raised, and, among other things, 
the Master of the Rolls allowed two old marks which he con- 
sidered to clash (the one consisting of a device of a pointer dog 
eating out of a porridge pot, and the other, of a device of a pointer 
dog standing at a point, with the word ‘‘ staneh ” in capital letters 
beneath it) to be registered for the same goods. He said, ‘‘ The 
mark is an old mark, and there is no question but that both 
parties are entitled to register it. In the case of a old matk the 
registrar must register two or three, even if they are Sheffield 
marks, or even if they are identical. I direct registration of both. 
The 6th section of the Act ay, OA that registration shall not be 
obtained without the leave of the court, but you may make your 
application ; and the rule of the court is, if they are old marks, to 
register up to three, but not more than three, even if they are 
identical. Then, if there are more than three applications to 
register, we do not register at all, because they then come under 
the classification of common property. So that if two or three 
people have used the same mark for twenty or thirty years, the 
only thing is that they must come to the court to proveit. If two 
people have a right to the lawful use of an old trade-mark, they 
are both entitled to register it. I have decided the question scores 
of times, and there is no doubt about it. 
does not deprive people of their right to trade-marks. I have 
often had the case of a man in one town not knowing that another 
man in another town has used the same mark, and he has got his 
trade-mark registered. The second applicant must prove his title, 
that is all. The leave of the court mentioned in section 6 is not a 
capricious leave. The rule of the court which I have just stated 
is always followed, and it merely means that the second man must 
show his title. You cannot deprive him of his trade-mark. Look 
at the monstrous injustice that would be done if a man who had had 
a trade-mark for perhaps forty years should lose it because another 


man who had had it for four years had happened to register it first.” | asked 


Re Kuhn & Oo. (53 L. J, Ch, 238n,), before Jessel, M.R,, on 
the 29th of November, 1878, was a case of an application for the 
entry of a disclaimer on the register of parts of certain marks, 


similar to that of Re Leonardt, with the difference that the 

tered proprictor resisted the application. But it was proved that 
the parts of the marks in question had been used by more than two 
other makors, and were, therefore, common to the at the date 


ls 


of registration, and the order for rectification 1 A pe the dis. 
poo Ae again 


claimer was made with costa, the Master of the 


The Trade-Marks Act | ty», but 





27th of February, 1879, a new mark being refused registration in 
a class in which four other similar marks , 
though for different descriptions of goods ; and 
(29 W. R. 837, 44 L. T. N.8.8 

Baeon, V.C., allowed a 
which, under certain 
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the 3rd of June, 1881, three 

growers, who had obtained from the Spanish Government 
sive concession for the mant i 
called ‘‘ Sparkling Sherry, 
register, , as their respective trade-marks, on their joint 
three identical devices, with the words “ 
pale engher-edpmengi Ae g* Saens! ager 
marks. On the 14th of No , 1881, in Re 
Chitty, J., refused to order registration of a 
similar te: Revs & (o's xed Gosmpnd ub, ebony 
a considerable user of it before é 
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All the above cases were under Trade-Marks 
Acts, 1875-7. We shall consider next week the effect 
vision on the subject of the Patents, &e., Act, 1883. 
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THE APPORTIONMENT ACT, 1870. 


‘‘A Lawyer Trustee,” whose name, if we were permitted to 
publish it, would add no little weight to his observations, has 
favoured us with the following remarks on a very important 
matter. We give our correspondent’s observations without com- 
ment, but may hereafter return to the consideration of the sub- 
ject :— 

Altho the Apportionment Act, 1870, has been in operation 
for over fourteen years, there have been very few cases decided 
by the courts as to the effect of it, and I fear it has not received 
the attention it requires from the profession in advising trustees. 
The Act has, as I conceive, made a most important change in 
the law as laid down in Scho’efield v. Redfern (11 W. R. 433, 
32 L. J. N. S. Ch. 627). In this well-known case Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley refused to alter the practice which had always 
prevailed of not apportioning dividends on a change of investment. 
After carefully considering the above Act, I came to the conclusion 
that it altered the law in this respect, and I have, in the numerous 
cases in which I am a trustee, apportioned the dividends on every 
change of investment. I believe, however, that this has not been 
bt porn adopted, and that the former practice has been con- 

i without regarding the changes affected by the Act. 
oe this is a question of great importance, I will explain my view of 
Act. 

The Act recites that rents and other periodical payments are not at 
common law apportionable (like interest on money lent) in of 
time, and that, for the remedy of some of the inconveniences thereby 
arising, divers statutes have been (which are therein enume- 
rated), and then it further recites that it is expedient to make provi- 
sion for the remedy of all such mischiefs and inconveniences. The 
Act is therefore intended to remedy all the mischiefs and inconveni- 
ences not remedied by the former Acts. 

Of the Acts recited it is only necessary to mention the following :— 

11 Geo. 2, c. 19, s. 15, applies only to rent on the death of a 
tenant for life. 

4 & 5 Will. 4, c 22, applies to death or other determination of 
an interest. 

14 & 15 Vict. c. 25, s. 1, applies to rents on a death or cesser 
of tenancy. 

None of these Acts has any application to a change of investments 
during the life of the tenant for life. What are the mischiefs and 
inconveniences which the recited Acts do not remedy, and which the 
new Act is intended to remedy ? Is it a mischief or an inconvenience 
that income upon a change of investment during the life of a tenant 
for life is not apportionable? What is the consequence of this ? 

£1,000 invested in Consols, and the trustees sell it out on 
the day of December and invest it on a mortgage, the effect is 
that the tenant for life loses five months’ interest. Will not every 
tenant for life deem this an inconvenience and a mischief ? Suppose, 
on the other hand, 2 mortgage for £1,000 to be paid off on the first day 
of December, and the trustees invest the money in Consols, so that 
the tenant for life gets five months’ interest on the mortgage, and, 
at the end of one month, six months’ dividend. Is not this a 
mischief? Are not both these mischiefs arising from the non-appor- 
tiomment of the dividend in the same way as interest on a mortgage ? 
In the one , the tenant for life gets five months’ double interest, 
in the other, loses five months’ interest; whereas, if the divi- 
is apportioned, neither of these mischiefs arises. 

When 2 eum of moncy has to be invested in the funds, the tenant 
for life always asks—and, if he has the power, requires—the trustee 
to invest the money in the stock that will produce the earliest six 
months dividend. This is clearly a mischief to those entitled to the 
pa oa this operation were repeated, the whole capital might be 
7 I was once asked by 2 tenant for life to change the 
investment every three months in order that he might get four 
ividends in each year. 

Then, if this is 2 mischief intended to be remedied, does the Act 


remedy it 7 

Could any words do so more clearly than the words of the Act? 
It emacts that all income shall be apportionable like interest on 
money lent. Apply this to the above cases. The tenant for life 
the interest from the day it is lent on mortgage to the day it is paid 
Off; then, if the dividend on the stock is to be apportioned in the 
tame moammer, the tenant for life is entitled to an apportionment of 
the next dividend om the stock from the day the interest on the 
mortgage ceased, and thus the mischief is remedied. How can it be 


: 


ottion one and not the other, when the 
Ath ways that beth are w be with alike 7 

fear it ia generally seeumed that no spportionment takes place 
exe upon % death, termination, or change of interest, This was 
69 before the Act of 1870, because all the prior Acts provided for an 
only im those canes; but the Act of 1870 is not #0 


| 





limited, and was passed to extend the principle, and enacts generally 


that all income shall be apportioned in respect of time, and there 
are not any words in the Act to limit the operation as in the former 
Acts. Then upon what principle is the apportionment to be made? 
Dividends are to be dealt with like interest on money lent accruing 
from day to day. All income is to be considered as accruing from 
day to day, and to be apportionable accordingly. The interest on 
money lent is apportioned in all cases, and not merely on a change 
of interest. If the trustees invest money by taking a transfer of a 
mo: with three months’ interest due on it, the tenant for life 
would not take the whole of the next six months’ interest. 

Why is it to be assumed that the case of Scholefield v. Redfern is 
still to be acted upon when a subsequent Act has been passed to 
remedy the winded « arising out of the state of the law as declared 
by that case ? 

The cases decided on the construction of the Act are :— 

Jones v. Ogle (21 W. R. 239, L. R. 8 Ch. 192, 1872), in which it 
was decided that the Act did not apply because it ap , by the 
words of the will, that it was intended to pass the whole income. Of 
course, the Act does not preclude a testator giving an invested sum 
and all interest due thereon: see section 7 of Act. 

In Whitehead v. Whitehead (L. R. 16 Eq. 528, 1873), Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins decided that the Act did not apply to specific legacies 

ut see Pollock v. Pollock (22 W.R. 724, L. 18 Eq. 329, 1874)]; 

ut Jessel, M.R., decided, in Hasluck v. Pedley (23 W. R. 155, L. R. 19 
Eq. 271, 1874), that the Act did apply to specific devises. The 
question whether or not the Act applies to a specific legacy must, of 
course, depend on the exact wonds of the will. 

In the last-mentioned case and in Ca v. Capron (22 W. R. 347, 
L. R. 17 Eq. 296, 1874), it was decided that the Act applied to wills 
made before the Act when the testator died after, and, in the latter 
case, Vice-Chancellor Malins observed that the Act was intended to 
generalize, and not to narrow, former Acts. 

In Re Cline’s Estate (22 W. R. 512, L. R. 18 Ch. 213, 1874), the same 
Vice-Chancellor held that the Act applied to a will made before the 
Act when the testator died before the Act. 

In Re Griffith, Carr v. Griffith (L. R. 12 Ch. D. 655), it was decided 
that the Act applied to a bonus paid by a public company. 

These cases do not bear upon the question as to the application of 
the Act to changes of investment, but they show that the Act is to 
be construed as having an extended and general application. 

There is a later case, supposed by some ms to decide that the 
Act does not apply to a change of investment, but if carefully read 
it will be found that it does not decide this. In this case—Re Clarke, 
Barker v. Peraune (29 W. R. 730, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 160)—a testator 
bequeathed a sum to trustees to carry interest at four and a half per 
cent from death till paid or appropriated, upon trust, with consent of 
his wife, to invest and pay income of legacy and investment to his wife. 
The trustees paid her four and a half per cent, interest till the 27th 
of May, 1880, when they invested the legacy in securities bearing a divi- 
dend from the 1st of January preceding, and the trustees objected to 
pay the dividend in respect of the period between the Ist of January 
and the 27th of May. Vice-Chancellor Bacon said the case was not 
governed by the Apportionment Act, or any of the cases which 
were cited, but by the will; the will said that the wife was to have 
four and a half per cent. interest till the legacy was paid or appro- 
priated, and then the benefit of the investment, so that by the very 
words of the will she was entitled to every shilling of the interest, 
He does not say that the Act does not apply to changes of invest- 
ment, but that the Act does not apply to this bequest. He, in fact, 
decided in accordance with the above-mentioned case of Jones v. 
Ogle. It is immaterial whether or not this was the correct construc- 
tion of the will. It was the construction of the will, not of the Act, 
which the Vice-Chancellor decided, and he subsequently stated that 
this was his intention. The most this case decides is that where, by 
the words of a will, money is moguenines to be invested, and the 
dividends paid to A. for life, the uest, notwithstanding the 
Apportionment Act, carries the next dividend after the investment. 
It, of course, does not decide that on the death of A. he will not, 
under the old Acts, be entitled to an apportionment of the current 
dividend, nor that there will not, under the new Act, be an appor- 


tionment on a change of investment. 
I find no practical pony by carrying out the apportionment of 
the divi ; but it would be adding too much to this long state- 


gets | ment to explain this. 
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Mr. G. ¥. Speke, of the Western Circuit, has been elected by the Hon 
Society of the Middle Temple 4 member of the Committee of the Bar 
mea Royal Courts of Justice, in the place of the late Mr. Francis 

urner, 


We regret to announce the death of Mr. George Lewis Parkin, the 
senior partner in the firm of Parkin & Woodhouse, of Lincoln’s-inn, 
i occurred on Thursday morning last. Mr, Parkin was admitted in 





st- 


1C- 
ct, 
hat 


the 
the 
nt. 
ot, 
ent 
or- 


of 
te- 


yn 
sar 
cls 


the 
in, 





April 25, 1885. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 47 


| 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IL.—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


THE BRIEF. 


TuHIs is necessarily a very elastic subject. A brief may, for instance, 
be represented by a back sheet, or it may be a document of enormous 
bulk. It may again be accompanied by copies of a notice of motion 
and a couple of sheet affidavits, or by a mountain of papers. The 
nature of the case will lar determine what manner of brief it 
will be, both as to bulk and difficulty; but as to every brief alike, 
except such as are of a merely formal character, it must be admitted 
that it may be good, bad, or indifferent, and that in the presentation 
of the case which it is designed to support the client will gain or 
suffer, and (what is, perhaps, only saying the same thing in another 
form) the advocate will be assi or hindered in the disc of his 
task, in proportion to the quality of the brief. We do not, of course, 
mean to suggest that a good case will necessarily be lost because of a 
bad brief, or a bad case won because of a brief; but we do say 


that the excellence or badness of a brief is distinctly an element, and | P™™ 


at times a very considerable one, in the chances of success or failure. 
In this belief we propose now to address ourselves to the considera- 
tion of what constitutes in the abstract a good brief. 

In some cases, perhaps in most, the actual facts may be gathered 
from the proofs, affidavits, and other documents in existence when 
the brief is delivered, without any actual narrative of the facts, or 
comments either upon the facts or the law, being superadded to those 
materials. But it is the usual and certainly, except where the brief 
deals only with some interlocutory application of no great moment, 
the right practice to pre a narrative, and to append to it such 
reflections as may seem calculated to be of assistance tocounsel. The 
advantages of this, so far, at least, as the actual narrative of facts is 
concerned, are obvious, and especially where the case is intricate or 
the accompanying papers are bulky. The minds of counsel are at 
once directed into the right channel; they become ‘seised’ of the 
case ; instead of picking up a fact here and another there, of reading 
six documents, and only dquveing when they reach a seventh what 
are the material of the other six, they acquire at once a good 
general idea of the subject-matter, and are enabled to read every- 
pa ag with that knowledge to guide them. To the junior counsel 
who has, perhaps, been consulted at various prelimi stages, the 
narrative may convey little that is new; but to a leading counsel, 
imported just before the hearing of the case, and who has to 
gain all his knowledge of it from within the four corners of his brief, 
and a, in a very short compass of time, a resumé of the facts 
which are at the finger ends of the solicitor must needs be of great 
assistance. 

It is sometimes questioned as to how far, over and beyond this 
narrative, the comments, upon the facts, of the solicitor to whom it 
does not fall to argue the case are of practical service to the advocate, 
and still more whether observations on the law of the case pure and 
simple legitimately or usefully find expression in a brief. own 
opinion as to this is that the solicitor’s comments on facts which it 
has been his special function to elaborate and put into shape should 
be of the greatest service. Weare not, however, in favour of his dip- 
ping very profoundly into purely legal questions in a brief. This view 
is not based upon any pons 
or the reverse, but simply on the principle that the natural and 
appropriate division of labour points in a contrary direction. In the 
serene atmosphere of his chambers, and surrounded by his usually 
more extensive library, the barrister is better able to hunt up cases 
and weigh authorities than the solicitor can ibly hope to be. 
Moreover, it would-be an absurd affectation to P me that the a’ 
barrister, from his training and the manner in which his time is 
bestowed, is more competent than the average solicitor to deal with 
questions of law. The solicitor is man of business and general-all- 
round lawyer rolled into one; the barrister is lawyer and nothing else, 
and even in that character often lays himself out more or less for a 
particular branch of law to the exclusion of others. 

In the preparation of a narrative and of any comments upon the 
facts the solicitor should, above all things, aim at acouracy and clear- 
ness of statement. The proposition is self-evident, but we lay it 
down as leading to the suggestion that the drawing of a brief should 
never be commenced until the materials are all arranged and digested, 
and a consistent and intelligent plan mapped out, A great many 
briefs are suffered to go forth of which the solicitors whose names are 
on the back ought, in plain English, to be h ashamed, 


eartily 
They bear on the face of them conclusive evidence of haste, confusion 
of ideas, and lack of all method and logical arrangement, In some 
cases, no doubt, the mischief done is no 
able addition to the labours of the advooa 


an unwarrant- 
It may be said of them, 


usion as to his actual competency to do 80 | i 





as is sometimes chameent the uctions of a muddle-headed 
eader, ‘‘ He has it all in somehow, though everything is 
— But it is aly reasonable to is eee 
such indifferent work are not always confined within those limits, 
oe ak ee ee en 
tation of the solicitor who is responsible for i i 

In a case of any magnitude or complexity it is very desirable to 


in 
before putti down or dictating a word of the actual brief. 
takes time in the beginning, but only, as we believe, to 
end. Farther, it is essential before preparing a brief to 
documents which are to accompany it. This is often a 
anxious matter. Putting aside all vulgar considerations 
gain without regard to the client’s interests, the solicitor who 


ecessary materials for properly conducting the case, 
nothing more. But he will often find it difficult to decide as 
particular document whether it is or is not as » whole, or in 
of sufficient practical im to render it desirable that a copy of 
it should be furnished to counsel, and no general rule can assist 
to solve the doubt, unless it be this—that where, after reflection, he 
is unable to come to a clear opinion himself, he may generally with 
dence and propriety assume, in favour of his own intelligence, 
that there is at enough of importance in the document for him 
to include it in the brief, and leave his counsel to determine whether 
or not to make use of it. : 

As a general rule it is certainly not desirable, for obvious reasons, 
to introduce into the narrative or comments in a brief any extended 
reference to the contents of a document and to furnish a copy of the 
See St Ee ee ae oe or 
favour of stati shortly (where it is purport 
an cosmeapenaion. dacemaah. iter tam, tat, oom chen Se 


the papers for a connecting thread, without which he cannot intelli- 
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o Where the papers which accompany a brief are numerous, it is 
prudent fo insert a careful index of them in the , and to indorse 


marks or numbers oa them identifying them with the index. This 


efforts of counsel to find what they want are at times piteous to 
behold ; but it serves at least the purpose of assisting to identify the 
wandering documents when the fight is over, and the first principles 
of meum and tuwm again assert themselves. _ 

We have already adverted in a previous cathsin to Re gniting wet 
evidence, and do not, therefore, propose to say anything as to the 
— the brief represented by proofs of witnesses or copies of 

vits. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


OFFICERS OF THE COURT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journel.) 


ition who never a in the courts, and to a jon of 
don solicitors court work represents — ten vert of their 
business. It is, then, much to be resented tl 
upon himself to condemn the whole profession because he may ba 
ammapecedie bye ie ini ‘ ith 
as come in contact in litigation. hear on 
in a case of misappropriation of trust fands by a layman, which re- 
cently came before the learned judge whose name is mentioned in the 
article in your paper, on its the 
trustees was a solicitor, the was made from the bench 
was a wonder in case that there were any trust funds left, Such 
ape was simply a gratuitous insult to every soliciter who 
any A 
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made by your contributor, and that some practical action may be the 
i A Lonpon Soxicrror. 
. London, W.C., April 22. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,— admirable article in your last week’s impression, entitled 
7 — ae sg el mE ng Famer which, ine. will con- 
i i so long as j re to recognize the fact that, as 
body, solicitors are educated oe 
integrity as high as 
can lay claim ; the proper discharge of whose 
the exercise of qualities not one whit inferior, re 4 
different character, to the highest which have ever 
bench, and to whose untiring zeal and often -_ 
ess many 8 client is indebted for domestic, financial, 
ial prosperity to which, without the solicitor’s aid, he 
stranger. How many of the judges who ever sat 
can, in the course of their professional career, 
i as this ? 
it is to the interest of the community that the dignity of the 
bench should be preserved, and mutual feelings (for even solicitors 
have feelings) of esteem and respect between members of our pro- 
fession and the judges be maintained, the off-hand opinions reflecting 
the character and professional ability of the former, which we 
have heard so constantly of late expressed by some of the latter, 
must cease, and that good old maxim which lies at the root of all 
ish juri lence—viz., that a man must be “held to be 
innocent until he is proved guilty”—must be more strictly adhered 
in the future than it has been im the pasé. 


G. A. C. 
April 23. 
e should fill a considerable portion of our columns if we printed 
aso received to the same effect as the above.— 


—- possessed of a sense of 
t to which any member of the 





TAXATION OF COSTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—I shall be obliged if any of your readers will advise me on 
following point. 
i a writ on behalf of a client of mine against a solicitor. It 
specially indorsed. The defendant appeared in person. The 
im was for £24 odd, and £3 5s. for costs. The defendant paid 
the debt and costs, and then took out a summons to tax, and obtained 
order —_- I by conrered a bill bs — amounting to 
taxation took place, an e i master 
bill to £1 3s. 10d. ! — 
was pointed out to him at the time that, under order 65, 
2, the plaintiff was at least entitled to the amount of costes 
under the county court scale, and that he (the master) 
had no alternative but to allow that amount. 
Immediately the taxation was over, the defendant was informed 
j in due course, but no notice was 
that, after such notice, 
, but he nevertheless obtained his 
and, when notice of an ap 
given before the master, the defendant attended i F 
allocatur, and thereupon the master decided that the pla 


Of course, under order 65, rule 41, the plaintiff could still appeal 
j in chambers, and it is pomabhs he may do so. 
. glad to be informed whether the master was right 
in assessing the plaintiff's costs at £1 3s. 10d. As far asI can see, 
that amount neither represents the High Court scale nor that of the 
county court on a default or an ordinary summons. In fact, in the 
cases, the costs would be £2 4s. and £3 2s. 2d. respectively. 
: pi. that there was nothing whatever improper in the issu- 
' : of the writ, and the defendant had five days’ notice 
it issued A Soricrror. 





MISLEADING (?) CASES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Poy ey recent decision -- the Divisional oe (Cave and Wills, 
A re in bankruptcy (unreported, I believe), 
seems to me— capt oll: uniciguel Stalass--te oppeav’ to tas 
renee tay Satis subject, that I venture to ask 

state case in your columns, in the of 
‘was whether an agreement for a loan to set up 4 
i lender and 





in the bankruptcy rejected the proof. The rejection was reversed 
by the county court. The trustee appealed, and the Divisional Court 
dismissed the appeal, with costs, and without calling on the 
mdent’s counsel. The loan, ostensibly, was at ordinary interest, 
and the a ent did not provide, in so many words, that the 
lender should participate in the profits, but it stipulated that all the 
rofits over and above a certain fixed allowance per annum to the 
orrower for maintenance, should be applied by him in purchasing, 
at the lowest season prices, the “goods he would require in his 
business from the lender exclusively, the lender being the manu- 
facturer of the goods. The loan (£500) was to be for seven years; 
it was the sole capital of the business; and the arrangement for 
exclusive dealing was to go on until the available capital reached 
£2,000. During the six months immediately preceding the date of 
the agreement, negotiations had been going on between the so-called 
lender and the so-called borrower (a commercial traveller) for a 
partnership between them, but the arrangement ultimately arrived at 
was that embodied in the ment. During the same period, also, 
the lender had converted his manufacturing business into a limited 
company, the articles of association stating the objects to be (inter 
alia) to vary and develop the old business; and it was in 
evidence that the lender: had expressly warned the borrower 
that the former’s connection with the retail business must not 
appear, as it would damage his wholesale trade. Pursuant to the 
agreement, the borrower gave his promissory note for the £500 to the 
lender, payable on ome ut there was an express proviso that it 
was not to be enforced until eter oe pag ei of oe ~ ears, 
except in certain contingencies which did not happen. Bills of exchange 
were to be given by the borrower periodically for the balance of 
account. Thea t. further provided that the money should be 
used exclusively for the business; that no part of the capital should 
at any time be withdrawn from the business ; that the trader should 
not engage in any other business; that he should satisfy himself 
beforehand of the solvency of customers, should not become bail, &c., 
or engage in speculation; and that the lender should at all times 
have aecess to the books and be at liberty to employ his own 
accountant to investigate the transactions of the business—in fact, 
there were the usual provisions for the protection of dormant partners. 
The penalty for breach of the agreement by the borrower was to be 
£500 as liquidated damages ; aud nothing in the agreement was to 
be construed to constitute a partnership. 

The trustee in the bankruptcy was also liquidator of the limited 
company (the lender), and deposed that his investigations in the 
latter capacity had led him to the conclusion that the agreement 
constituted a partnership, and he had consequently rejected a proof 
which, as liquidator, he had prepared before he had reached that 
conclusion, and which had been almitted for voting purposes only. 

Now, I must confess my inability to see the substantial distinction 
between all this and such cases as Pooley v. Driver (L. R. 5 Ch. D. 
458) and In re Megevand, Ea Delhasse (lu. R. 7 Ch. D. 611). 
Space precludes any extended reference to these authorities, but, 
for the present purpose, it may sufficiently indicate their drift to say 
that, in Pooley v. Driver, the late Master of the Rolls laid it down 
that, ‘‘where any persons, under the guise of an arrangement as 
debtor and creditor, are really trading as principals and putting 
forward as ostensible traders others who are really their agents, 
they must not hope by such devices to escape liability, for the law in 
cases of this hind will leak of: tha boder and enkebenne of tho soutniier 
ments, and fasten ibility on the parties according to their 
a and real character : it is a question of substance and not of mere 
‘orm.”’ 

And so, in Ex parte Delhasse, the late James, L.J. :—‘‘ In my view 
it is the same thing as if B. were to set up a business to be carried 
on by A., he being nothing but a manager, B. being the real principal, 
although A. was buying and selling everything, and then, when the 
public found out who the principal was, when the thing came 
to an end, rl poy ‘A. is the man = ald yn be, e real 
principal ; but I am not liable to you, @ whole thing was 
ae ee to end.’ The law of England does not allow 
this to be done.” 

The present case is even stronger than—for the sake of avoiding 
complication—I have put it. e company went into liquidation 
first, bringing down with them, a few a afterwards, in conse- 

uence of the bill transactions, the retail business of the bankrupt. 
lowe the actual course of dealing under the agreement was for the 
bankrupt to return to the company gant that there had been no 
occasion to break into, and £600 w: were so returned just before 

The proof in question was tendered by a mn to whom the com- 
pany had made over the promissory note just before they stopped, 
and who was 4 shareholder in the com , and a family connection 
of the ostensible lender, and who, the trustee contended, had no 

uity than the company, he having intrusted the money to 
tact to invest in setting up bankrupt in —— 
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STAMP ON ASSIGNMENT FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITORS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—Since the correspondence which appeared in your i mabe the 

snbject of what stamp is required on an assignment for efit of 

itors, I have had such a deed submitted for adjudication, and the 
commissioners have fixed 10s, as the proper nae, Bo 

NRAD J. DAVIs. 
12, Old Jewry-chambers, Old Jewry, London, E,C., April 20, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Votuntary Girt —Incompitete Grrr —Deciaration or Trust.—In a 
case of Pethybridge ¥. Burrow, before~the Oourt of A No. 2, on the 
20th inst., the question was whether a testator made a complete 
voluntary declaration of trust which the court would enforce. By his 
will, dated the 20th of January, 1882, the testator ueathed a legacy of 
£2,000 to the plaintiff. Shortly after the execution of the will he told the 

laintiff that he thought he had not made a sufficient provision for her by 

is will, and that, in addition to what he had left her by the will, he 
intended to give her a debenture bond for £1,000 of a railway ——— 
On the 9th of February, 1882, he signed a written document, which was 
as follows :—‘‘ I wish to communicate to my executors that I have to-day 
given to F. (the plaintiff) my £1,000 debenture bond of the M. Railway 
Co., but, as I shall require the annual dividend to meet my necessary 
expenses, I retain the document in my own possession for my lifetime, 
requesting you on my demise to hand it over to F., and communicate 
to the secretary of the company relative to the transfer of the bond 
being entered in their books. You will find the bond in my deed-box, 
attached to this memorandum.” After signing this memorandum the 
testator read it to the plaintiff, and then attached it to the bond, and 
placed it in the box in which he kept his deeds and other documents. He 
died in May, 1883, and after his death the bond, with the memorandum 
attached to it, was found in the box. Pearson, J., held (28 Soxicrrors’ 
Journat, 517) that the plaintiff was entatled to the bond, on the ground 
that the testator had, in effect, constituted himself a trustee of the bond 
for himself for life, with remainder to the plaintiff. The Court of Appeal 
(Corron, Linptry, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, holding that 
there had been no declaration of trust, but an imperfect gift, and 
that the court would not, in order to effectuate the testator’s intention, 
carry it out in a different mode from that which he had intended.— 
CounseL, Barber, Q.0., and Freeman ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Dunning: 
Sorscrrors, Makinson, Carpenter, ¢ Son; Yarde § Loader. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 65, nr. 1—Juprcature Act, 1873, s. 49—AprEaL For 
Costs—PLaInTIFF IN ADMINISTRATION ACTION—DISCRETION OF J UDGE—ACTION 
COMMENCED BEFORE OcToneER 24, 1883.—In a case of McClellan v. McClellan, 
before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 17th inst., there was a question 
as to the competency of an appeal for costs. The action was brought in 
1878 by a beneficiary under a will, against the executors, for the ad- 
ministration of the testator’s estate. the subsequent er consider- 
ation of the action in 1884, Kay, J., refused allow the plaintiff 
any costs out of theestate. The plaintiff appealed, and the preliminary 
objection was raised on behalf of the respondents, that, under rule 1 of 
order 65, the costs of the administration of estates are now in the dis- 
cretion of the j , and that, consequently, under section 49 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, an appeal would not lie. The court (Corron, 
Linpizy, and Frx, L.JJ.) held that, as the action had been brought 
when the Rules of 1875 were in force, an appeal would lie as to the costs 


‘of those proceedings in the action which were commenced before the Rules 


of 1883 came into operation, those costs not being, under the Rules of 
1875, as was decided in Farrow v. Austin (L. R.18 Ch. D. 58), costs in the 
discretion of the judge within the meaning of section 49 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873. But the court held that, as regarded the costs of the gee. | 
on subsequent further consideration, rule 1 of orderj65 applied, and tha 
there could not be an ‘hag Tn the result the appeal was dismissed. 
—CounsgL, Fischer, Q.C., and Begg ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and B. 
Eyre. Soxicrrors, Jones ¢ Hall; Ashley, Tee, ¢ Son. 


Serruzep Lanp—Satz ny Tenant ror Lire—Apprication or Caprran 
Monzrys—Discuarcr or Incumprances—Cuarog ror Lanp Drarnacs In- 
PROVEMENTS—IMPROVEMENT OF LAND Act, 1864 (27 & 28 Vicr. c. 114), ss. 
27, 49, 66—Srrriep Lanp Aor, 1882, ss. 21 (sup-srcrrons 1, 2), 25, 26, 33, 
53.—In the case of Jn re Knatchbull’s Settled Rotates, before the Court of 
Appeal, No. 2, on the 16th inst., the question was whether a charge on 
settled land for drainage improvements, created before the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, under the powers conferred by the Improvement of Land Act, 
1864, the —— — (though it was a charge on the inheritance) termin- 
able—i.¢., to paid off by annual instalments, consisting of a 
and interest, in a fixed period of —was ‘fan incumbrance aff 4 
the inheritance of the settled land,” within the of sub-rection 
of section 21 of the Settled Land Act, so that it could be paid off out of 
** capital money’’ arising under the Act. Section 21 provides that 

to ent of claims 


**Oapital money arising under this Act, subject 
properly payable thereout, and to appliettion for any special 
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the ‘Sete Land Act not intended to relieve the tenant 
from liabilities which he had taken upon himself before it came into op- 


eration ; and his lordship held 27 Ch. D. 349, 28 Soricrrons’ Journat, 
691) that the in question were not ‘‘incumbrances affecting the in- 
heritance,’’ the meaning of section 21 (2), and that, even the 
drainage improvements were such as would have been authorized orsan 

under sections 25 and 26, the charges for them could not be paid out of the 
capital moneys, the operation of sections 25 and 26 being — only, 

not retrospective. decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal 
(Corron, Lixpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.). Corroy, L.J., said that, under 
the Act of 1864. charge on the inheritance was created 

as 


F 
sd 


for the sums 


expended, the Act contained visions as to the mode in which 
the money should be repaid. The a were for the benefit of 
the estate, but it was considered the borrowed ought to be 


sums 
repaid by the tenant for life by annual instalments, representing principal 
and pe Bey on the theory that the improvements would be for the im- 
sedinne Uineet ee sae Ses life, and sioere Wanted perio’ ems 
cease to be operative. It was now pro eme 
ened be ectiicly’ citcred’ cod Gat the bomremer shield be alloyed ious 
his liability to pay off any part of the peincigs! onan, apd spowd he Teme 
for the ements The charges i section 21 i) ware. arene 
of a ent affecting the subject to the settlement, if 
bought up would be extinguished. It was said that, inasm a Leable 
under the Act of 1864 affected the inheritance, the tenant for life was, 
section 21 (2), entitled to have it paid out of the capital moneys. But 
such a construction would alter entirely the rights of the tenant for life 
and the remaindermen inter se. The charge was undoubtedly a charge 
affecting the inheritance; but was it a charge redeemable or capable of 
being di under section 21? If it was redeemed at once, 
could only be done by means of a new bargain between the lenders of the 
money and the tenant for life. In his ] ip’s these 
were not incumbrances which were, under ion 21, capable of 
disch out of capital moneys, as the Act under which they were 
exp’ y provided they were to be paid off Tay instaloness! 
must be paid by the limited owner. No doubt, under section 26 of 
Settled Land Act, Ps pom moneys might be for the of 
drainage ; but this did not alter contract under which the mouey had 
been ori borrowed. 80 
as entirely to alter the 7 x-doul tenant for life and remaindermen 
inter se ; and thatthis was Legislature was wn 
section 53, which provides that, in relation to the exercise by a tenant : 
life of any power under the Act, he shall be deom ctdement. avout 
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of a trustee for all the parties entitled under the settlement. 
and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgn, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Lake; Cookson, Q.C., and Charles Church. Souicrtors, Lake, 

¢ Lake; H. J. Bell. 
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was as to circumstances 
debtors is released from the debt, the other i 
was by the ne Se en ee ee 
alleged to be due on them from the t. The 
defendant was discharged from liability ty ee ee 
by the plaintiff with the executor of one Jones, who had made the notes 
jointly with the defendant. Jones-had died, and his estate was adminis- 
tered in chancery in an ection b the tiff on behalf of himself and 
other creditors. The plaintiff the executor eo 
ment, which was embodied in an order of court in the action. By 
order it pee ee ee be peped weeny | the par sewer « 
amount to a certain fund was ordered 
se in satisfaction 
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should be paid to the tiff , of his claim against the 
estate of Teees, and that upon such. payment the proceedings in he 
laintiff’s action should be stayed. The not being to 

e whole amount of the bills, Soe Se San ee 
roportion of the joint debt, the tiff sued the t for the 
ance. At the trial J., gave judgment for the plaintiff, where- 
upon the defendant ‘ Tt was argued for him that if one of two 
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in full from the one he cannot sue the other. Also if he so deals with 
the one that the proper inference is that he meant to treat the debt as 
satisfied and absolutely gone against all the world, then he cannot 
recover against the other. If the creditor dealing with the one releases 
the debt, there is no room for inference, for the debt is gone. If he does 
something which is not a release, but can only be pleaded as accord and 
satisfaction, then the authorities show that the document which passed 
between the creditor and debtor must be construed in accordance with the 
circumstances in which it was given. If the document is clear, the 
circumstances cannot affect it; but if it is not clear, then the circum- 
stances must be looked at, and it must be considered whether both parties 
intended to that there should be no debt due to the creditor, or only 
that he should get what he could from the one debtor, reserving his right 


to go the other. That was the result of Watters v. Smith (2B. & 
Ad. ) and North v. Wakefield (13 Q. B. 536.) But it was obvious that 
the plaintiff by the ment was trying to get all he could out of the 


estate, and that he and the executor covld not suppose that the plaintiff 
by ing all he could out of the estate absolutely discharged the debt, 
and was not to get the balance from the solvent co-debtor. Therefore, 
the plaintiff was entitled to sue the defendant for the balance of the un- 

id debt. Baccatiay and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Finlay, 
QC., and David Lewis ; Lumley Smith, Q.C., and Brynmér Jones. Soutct- 
tons, R. White, for Evans ¢ Davies, Swansea; H. A. Stephens, for J. E. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Serriemest—Covenant To Pay purre Lire orn wiITHin Twetve Montus 
or Dearu wirHovr any Depuction—Payment AFTER DeatH—By wHoM 
Succession Dury payante—Svuccession Dury Acr, 1853, ss. 42, 44.—In 
acase of In re Higgins, Day v. Turnell, before Bacon, V.C., on the 17th 
inst., a arose, where a settlor had covenanted to pay £10,000 
without any deduction during his life, or within twelve months of his 
death, to the trustees of his daughter’s marriage settlement, and the 
money was not paid till after his death, and succession duty thereby 
payable, whether the duty ought to be paid by the settlor’s 
as being a ‘‘ deduction,”” or must be borne by the trustees. Bacon, 
-C., said that this was a debt, and the debt had been paid in full. If it 
been paid during the settlor’s lifetime, the trustees would have got 
without any deduction, but now, by operation of law, they must pay 

rcewachay, Pramas Marten, Q.C., and Dunham; Millar, Q.C., and 
Lawson. Souscrrons, Pritchard § Marshall, for G. R. Rogerson § Co., 
Liverpool ; J. H. Johnson, for H. § H. Markham, Northampton. 
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Parent axp Curtp—Porrion—Sartisractioy.—In a case of Montagu v. 
The Earl of Sandwich, before Pearson, J., on the 16th inst., a question 
arose as to “‘ satisfaction.” The father of the plaintiff (who was a younger 
son), on the occasion of his marriage, entered into a covenant with him 
for the t of an annuity of £1,000 to him during his life, and to 

same on a sufficient part of the real estate of which the father 
die seised. And it was provided that nothing in the deed should 
Dey the father from dealing with his real estate during his life, or (so 
sufficient real estate should be left ch with the annuity) from 
devising any other part of it. By his will the father devised all his real 
estate a to the charges and incumbrances thereon) in strict settle- 
ment, and he bequeathed legacies amounting to £80,000 to the plaintiff. 
There were no charges or incumbrances on the real estate other than the 
The question was whether the covenant to pay the money was 
by the legacies to the plaintiff. Pzansox, J., held that it was 
not, but that the plaintiff was entitled to the annuity as well as the 
legacies. His lordship was of opinion that, looking at the surroundin 
carcumstances and the language of the deed of covenant and the will 
there was sufficient evidence of intention to rebut the presumption against 
double portions. The provision in the deed that the father was not to 
devise away the realty without leaving a sufficient portion to secure the 
annuity, and the facts that the real estate was by the will devised 
subject to the charges on it, and that the annuity was the only charge, 
were evidence of an intention that the plaintiff was to have the legacies 
in addition to the annuity. If the testator. who was paying the annuity 
down to his death, had wished that it should be satisfied by the legacies, 
his lordship thought he would have said so. —Covnsz1, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., 
and Metheld ; Higgins, QC., and Nalder. Sorscrtons, Jennings, Son, § 
Burton ; Collyer- Bristow & Co. 


u 
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Beaveer ro Cnanrry—Farves—Cr-ruzs.—In a case of Broadbent v. 
, before Pearson, J., on the 17th inst., the question arose whether 
the doctrine of cy-pris comld be lied in order to ent the failme of 
a charitable bequest. A testator, by his will, in 1881, made varivus 
bequests to charities, among which was a bequest of £500 t the Opthalmic 

near Hanover-square, London, and he gave the residue of his 
estate, or such part thereof as might lawfully be tiated to the pur- 
pose, to euch one or more or an tal of a charitable nature as his 
executors in their uncontrolled should think fit. At the time of 
the testator’s death the horpitals for diseases of the eye in London nearest 


- & were the Westminster Hospital, in King William- 
strect, and hospital in Marylebone, neither of them within a mile cf 


S 


Hanover-equare. There was evidence that there had existed in Cork- 
strect, close to Hanover-square, an institution called the Royal Infirmary 
tor Diseases of the Vye, which was closed in the year 1872, ‘The question 

whether Was & general inter.tion on the part of the testator to 
give the £90) to charity, 0 that the doctrine of sy-pris would apply, or 








whether there was only an intention to give to the particular institution 
mentioned. For the Attorney-General it was contended that the inten- 
tion was to give to an opthalmic hospital, and it was asked that the £500 
should be divided between the Westminster and the Marylebone hospitals. 
Pearson, J., held that the intention of the testator was to give to the 
institution which had formerly existed in Cork-street, and that the gift, 
therefore, failed. There was no general intention to benefit hospitals for 
diseases of the eye, but merely an intention to make a gift to a oo 
hospital or institution.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and R. F. Norton; 
Hatfield Green ; Vaughan Hawkins ; Cookson, Q.0., and Borthwick ; Higgins, 
Q.C., and Daniel Jones ; Giffard, Q.C., and Decimus Sturges ; Fischer, Q.C., 
and Stirling. Soxicrrors, 8. Copping ; May § May; Young, Jones, § Co. ; 
Lawford, Waterhouse, § Co. ; Hare ¢ Co. 





@ Companres Act, 1862, s. 51—‘‘ InrERvAL oF NOT LESS THAN FouRTEEN 
Days ”’—SpectaL ResoLurion—INTERVAL BETWEEN GENERAL MEETINGS.— 
In the case of In re The Railway Sleepers Supply Company, Limited, before 
Chitey, J., on the 16th inst., a motion was made to stay proceedings on a 
petition for the sanction of the court to resolutions for reduction of the 
capital of the company, on the und that the extraordinary general 
meeting ing the special resolution being held on the 25th of February, 
1885, and the extraordinary ey meeting confirming the same being 
held on the following 11th of March, the provision in the Companies Act, 
1862, s. 51, requiring an interval of not less than fourteen days to intervene 
between such meetings, had not been complied with. Ourrry, J., held 
that the words in section 51, “‘ an interval of no less than fourteen days, 
were to be construed as meaning an interval of fourteen days, exclusively 
of the days on which the meetings were held, and, therefore, that it would 
be necessary for the company, before proceeding with the petition, toduly 
call another confirmatory meeting.—Counsgt, Ingle Joyce ; H. B. Buckley. 
Soxicrrors, Wansey & Bowen ; Harries, Wilkinson, § Raikes. 





Evrpence—Proor or I:uecrrimacy—SraTement or Darr or Birtu on 
Certiricate or Bartism.—In the case of Re Turner (deceased), Glenister v. 
Harding, before Chitty, J., on the 15th inst., it appeared that upon an 
inquiry in an administration action as to the next of kin of Lucretia 
Turner, the testatrix in the action, the marriage certificate of L. Turner’s 
parents was putin, from which it appeared that they were married on 
the 29th of April, 1824. L. Turner’s baptismal certificate was also put 
in, and contained, in addition to the date of baptism, the 9th of 
March, 1825, a statement by the incumbent that she was born on the 3rd 
of July, 1818. It was contended by the next of kin that the certificate of 
baptism could not be admitted as evidence of date of birth, as it was no 
part of the ordinary duty of the incumbent to enter anything but the date 
of baptism. Currry, J., held, on the authority of Morris v. Davies (3 
C. &P. 218) and Cope v. Cope (1M. & R. 269), that the certificate was 
admissible as evidence of the date of birth, either on the ground that 
the certificate, if put in at all, must be in for all purposes, or that it was 
a statement made at the time on the information of some member of the 
family.—Coveset, Romer, Q.C., and A. Young ; Sterling Soxicrrors, Kearsey, 
Son, & Hawes ; Solicitor for the Treasury. 


Marrrep Woman—Generat Powzr or APPOINTMENT BY Wi1LL—EXERCISE 
puRING CoveRrTURE—REMOTENESS.—In the case of Rous v. Jackson, before 
Chitty, J., on the 20th inst., it appeared that, under her marriage settle- 
ment, made in the year 1800, Mrs, A. had, in the events which Meg 
a general testamentary power of appointment over the trust fund. By 
her will, made in 1838, . A., in express exercise of this power, appointed 
and directed that the trustees of the settlement should transfer the trust 
fund to two other trustees u trust for investment in land, which was to 
be held in trust for her husband for life, and after his death in strict 
settlement in favour of certain other persons who were not in esse in 1800. 
The question was raised whether, ge regard to thedecision of James, 
V.C., in Be Powell's Trusts (18 W. R. 228), Mrs. A.’s appointment was not 
void under the rule , tuities. COurrry, J., declined to adopt 
Re Powell's Trusts, held that the exercise of a general testamentary 
power of appointment given to a married woman was equivalent to owner- 
ship, so that, with respect to the operation of the rule against perpetuities, 
the interests arising by the execution by a married woman during coverture 
of a power need not be deemed as created by, and having their inception in, 
the mound conferring the power.—Counsz1, Rigby, Q.C., and Stirling ; 
Ince, Q.C., and W. 0. Druce ; Aten, Q.C., and Whateley. Soricrrons, 
Druces, Jackson, & Attlee ; Ingram, Harrison, § Ingram. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Jvupoment Summons—Marniep Woman—Sepanats Estate—RastRratnt 
ow Anriciration—Dentous Acr, 1869, 6. 5.—In a case of Meager v, Pellew, 
before the Court of A , No. 1, on the 17th inst., a question arose as 
to the making of an on aj ent summons 60 as to affect separate 
income of a married woman as to which she was restrained from anticipa- 
tion. Section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, provides that, ‘‘ subject to 
the ons hereinafter mentioned and to the prescribed rules, any 
court may commit to prison for a term not exceeding six weeks, or until 
payment of the sum due, any who makes default in payment of any 
debt or instalment of any debt due from him in pursuance of any order 
or judgment of that or any other competent court: Provided (inter alia) 
(2) that app ay same shall only be exercised where it is proved to the 
satisfaction of the court that the person making default either has, or has 
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had since the date of tke order or judgment, the means to pay the sum in 
respect of which he has made default, and has refused or neglected, or 
refuses or neglects, to pay the same. Proof of the means of the person 
making default may be given in such manner as the court thinks just; 
and for the purposes of such proof the debtor and any witnesses may be 
summoned and examined on oath, according to the prescribed rules.” In 
the present case an action was brought against a husband and wife on 
their joint and several promissory note for £400, and on the 12th of 
December, 1884, the plaintiff recovered judgment against the defendants 
for principal, interest, and costs. The judgment contained a proviso that 
execution against the wife was to be limited to such separate estate as she 
was not restrained from anticipating, unless such restraint should be 
under settlement of her own property made by herself. The wife was 
entitled under the settlement made on her marriage to an annuity of £100 
secured by the covenant of her father with the trustees of the settlement. 
The annuity was payable half-yearly, on the 11th of February and the 
llth of August. The judgment not having been satisfied, the plain- 
tiff, on the 18th of December, issued a judgment summons against the 
defendants, calling on them to appear before the court sitting in bank- 
ruptcy to be examined touching the means which they had, or had had 
since the date of the judgment, to pay the sum which they had made 
default in paying, and to show cause why they should not be committed 
to prison for such default. The summons was heard on the 10th of 
February, 1885, by Field, J., sitting in bankruptcy. No order was asked 
against the husband, he having filed a liquidation petition. But, as 
against the wife, an order was asked for payment by instalments, payable 
at such times as would ag after the receipt by her of payments of her 
income. Field, J., refused to make any order, on the ground that the 
effect would be to anticipate the wife’s income. The decision was 
affirmed by the Court of ve (Brert, M.R., and Baccattay and 
Bowen, L.JJ.). In support of the appeal, reliance was placed on Dillan v. 
Cunningham (L. R. 8 Ex. 23). In that case judgment had been, in 1872, 
recovered against a married woman on her promissory note for £50, 
given after her marriage. A summons was issued inst her under 
section 5 of the Debtors Act, and, on proof that she had property settled 
to her separate use (without power of anticipation) to the amount of 
£1,500 a year, the income being payable in January and July, Quain, J., 
made an order upon her for payment of the judgment debt and costs, and 
the costs of the application, with interest on the debt at four per cent. 
from the date of the judgment, by two instalments, £25 on the 20th of 
January, 1873, and the residue on the 20th of July, 1873. This order 
was affirmed by the Court of Exchequer (Kelly, C.B., and Martin, Bram- 
well, and Channell, BB.). The defendant had not pleaded coverture. 
The fact that her income was without power of anticipation 
does not appear to have been pressed on the court. The 
rule nisi to set aside the order of Quain, J., was obtained on 
the ground that there was no evidence of the defendant having had, since 
the date of the judgment, or having at the time of the order, the means 
to pay the sum in respect of which she had made default, and on the 
und that a married woman was not within the Debtors Act. The 
urt of Exchequer held that the Debtors Act applied to married women, 
and that it was not necessary, before making an order for ee by 
instalments, that the judge should be satisfied that the defendant had 
means to pay. Jt would be time to show the existence of means when an 
order for committal was — for. Martin, B., expressed an opinion 
that when an action was brought against a woman simpliciter, it not 
appearing on the record that she was married, and j ent recovered, 
she could not show by any subsequent proceedings that she was a married 
woman. Brert, M.R., said that the application was made to Field, J., 
at a time when the plaintiff was unable to show that any income had been 
received by the wife since the date of the judgment. It was not shown 
that she had any property, except that which she was restrained from 
anticipating. It was not shown that there had been any default by her 
in obeying the judgment. She could not obey it until she obtained that 
income which she was restrained from ee If she had 
to pay the debt before she had actually received the money, she would 
have been anticipating herincome. The plaintiff asked the judge to do 
that which she herself was not allowed to do—to anticipate her income. 
His lordship doubted whether the Debtors Act applied at all; but if it did, 
the application, before she had received her income, was . 
Baeoaiay, L.J., said it was unnecessary to decide how the matter would 
have stood if the application had been made after the wife had received 
her income. But he was by no means satisfied that the application would 
have been snecessful then. Bowen, L.J., said that, as the married woman 
in Dillon v. Cunningham did not plead coverture, he took it that the judg: 
ment was in the form of a judgment st an ordinary defendant. He 
doubted whether section 5 of the Debtors Act applied to a judgment 
against a married woman in respect of her separate estate.—CounsaL, 
Winslow, Q.C., and Bremner; R. O. B. Lane. Soxrcrrorns, P. H. Beer ; 
Lickorish § Bellord, 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 4 


Costs—Taxation—Covuntry Sorrerror anp Lonpow A@ant.—In a case 
of In re Nelson, before Pearson, J., on the 22nd inst., a question arose as 
to the taxation of bills of charges delivered by London ts toa country 
solicitor during a series of years. Messrs. Nelson, Son, & Hastings, 
solicitors in London, acted from 1877 to 1884 as London agents to Mr. 
Charles Norton, a solicitor at Swansea. The agency was terminated in 
1884, It was the practice of Nelson & Co, to deliver to Norton a cash 
account for each year, which showed on the one aide all sums of money 
received by them from him or on his account in the different matters in 
which they had acted for him, and on the other side the payments which 





they had made to him or on his account in those matters, and also (in 
lump sums) the amounts of the agency costs which they claimed against 
him in those matters respectively. In each matter a detailed bill of the 
costs was separately delivered. The balance on the cash account was 
always carried over to the account of the next year ; and on each ocrasion the 
balance was against Norton. He made no application for the taxation of 
the bills until after the termination of the agency, and he then took out a 
summons for the taxation of all the bills of costs from 1877 to 1834 in- 

clusive. In some of the matters the costs had been taxed as between 
the solicitor and the original client, and items had been disallowed which 
Nelson & Co. had claimed against Norton. In one of the matters the 

proceedings in which had been continued during the whole period ant 
were not yet em mae the costs had not been finally taxed as between 
the solicitor and the client. Norton also alleged that Nelson & Co. had 
charged him with counsels’ fees which they had not paid. The answer to 
this was that he had not furnished them with funds to pay them. 
Norton alleged that there had never been any settlement of accounts 
throughout the whole period, but that there had always remained a run- 

ning unsettled account ; that the business was of a continuous nature, 

and that all the bills formed, in effect, one bill. Nelson & Co. admitted 
that the bills which had been delivered within twelve months were liable 

to taxation, but contended that the others were not, and that they had 

been settled in account. Psarsoy, J., adopted their view. He said that 

it had been contended that there was one running account from beginning 
to end, avd that as there was one action which had continued through the 
whole period, and in which the costs were not yet taxed as between the 
solicitor and the client, this was enough to keep alive the whole account 
from 1877 to 1884, whether it related to that action or to other matters. 
His lordship could not see how accounts which had no connection with 
another matter could be kept alive, or rather resuscitated, simply because 
the bill relating to that other matter, which had had a longer existence, 
had not been settled. He should have been very sorry to have to come to 
such a conclusion, which would have applied equally to a period as long as 
fifty years. If this were so, he might have to order a taxation of a bill of 
costs when the person who had transacted the business had been in his 


which the court would be very slow to adopt. The relation of solicitor 
and client was one thing; that of solicitor and London agent was another. 
The solicitor in the country was the i who, as between himself 
and the client, had charge of the business. The London agent was his agent 
for transacting in London the business with which he was intrasted by the 
country solicitor. He looked, not to the client, but to the coun solici- 
tor for the payment of the remuneration to which he was en’ | for his 
services, and though, under some circumstances, he might be entitled to 
intercept money which was to the client through the country 
solicitor, yet, if the client had settled with the country solicitor, without 
any notice of any claim of the London agent, and without any fraud, 
yment to the country solicitor would absolve the client from any 
fiability to the London agent. The London agent could not inter- 
fere with any arrangement between the client and the country 
solicitor as to his yment. In the present case the country solicitor 
had practically admitted the correctness of the accounts furnished to him 
by the London agent, and it was now too late for him to question the 
charges. As to the unpaid fees to counsel, the London agent was 
responsible to counsel, not the country solicitor. And the reason 4 
for non-payment of the fees was that Norton had 0 
& Co. with sufficient funds. If 80, 
the fees, he would have been entitled to unt. 
was no ground for taxation, except of the bills delivered within twelve 
months. The application was ; 
months after delivery, of bills 
any special circumstances. This could not be allowed. There must be 
the common order to tax the bills delivered within twelve months, but 
Norton must pay the costs of the application.—Counsmt, Levett ; Cosens- 
ew Q.C., and R. Wallace. Soxicrrors, Ellis, Munday, ¢ Bartrum ; 
Yelson § Son. 





Court oF APPEAL, No. 1. 
(Coram Brett, M.R., and Bowsy, L.J.) 

April 16, 17.—Carson v. Pickersgill & Co. 
Practice — Costs — Successful plaintiff tn formd pauperis — 
Counsel’s fees and solicitor’s wt avo stone © 16, rr. 4—2S, 31. 
This a of the plaintiff from the j i 
35. elle qandtun en totnatome te a litigant ix formd pauperis 

is entitled who has obtained judgment, with costs. 

The action, in which the plaintiff sued t 
Durham before Mathew, J., and a jury, when a verdict was given for the 
plaintiff for £50, and judgment was that 
with costs. The plaintiff claimed that on the 
ordinary footing. The master allowed his costs up to the date of the 
order enabling him to sue as a pauper, but all 
coats except payments out of pocket, the 
date of the order ‘‘on the pauper on which scale costs do not 
include charges for solicitor or counsel. Chitty, J., refused to vary the 
taxation, and his decision was affirmed by Grove and Manisty, JJ. 

The plaintiff appealed. 

J. Lawson Walton, for the appellant. 

Menisty, for the respondents, 

April 17.—'The Court dismissed the appeal, 

Brrrt, M.R., said that the question was curious and abstruse, and he 
could not tind anyone who had a clear idea as to the dootrine to be applied. 
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At common law there was formerly a statute (11 Hen. 7, c. 12) which 
declared that the counsel and solicitor assigned to a pauper should not 
receive reward from him. But a practice grew up that if a pauper suc- 
ceeded as to a certain sum he was allowed to pay his counsel and solicitor 
as if they had been retained by him. But in Dooley v. Great Northern 
Railway Co. (4 E. & B. 341i) it was declared that the practice was illegal, 
and it was pointed out that in ordinary circumstances an unsuccessful 
was only seas oe oe such costs as the other was, or had 

» liable to pay, and had been. incurred reasonably as between the 
parties. Buta pauper was not liable to pay his counsel or solicitor, and 
therefore it was pointed out that the effect of the practice was to 
bind the cage plaintiff to make a donation out of the defendant’s 
pocket. ut there were certain things without paying for which 
the pauper could not proceed in his suit; therefore he was held 
enti to costs out of pocket such as expenses of witnesses. In 
chancery, where the Statute of Henry VII. was not yA to a different 
view was taken, and it was thought just that the defendant should pay 
the same as if the plaintiff had not been a pauper. Therefore in Rattray 
v. George (16 Ves. 282), Lord Eldon said that the pauper was allowed dives 
costs. The other members of the Court of A and the masters in 
chancery had been consulted, but no one seemed to have a clear idea as to 
what dives costs were. But it seemed that counsel’s fees were only allowed 
when vouched to have been paid, so that the fee must have been marked 
when it was known that the pauper was not to pay it, a course which 
would lead to the fee not being illiberal. The solicitor seemed also to 
have been entitled to his costs, which were allowed on the assumption that 
the pauper had to pay the ordinary profit fees. But the chancery judges 
had overlooked the fact that law is not an absolute certainty, and that a 
defendant, in such circumstances, was unwillingly brought into court on 
the terms that if the plaintiff failed, the defendant would have to bear the 
cost of the plaintiff's wrongful action. In his lordship’s opinion the 
chancery doctrine was fallacious and ethically wrong and not to be sup- 
— But those who drew the rules under the Judicature Act would 
we been likely to adopt the practice which was ethically right. As 
to order 16, the meaning of rule 27 was that, for everything done whilst the 
person was suing as a pauper, no fee or profit was to be taken. But the 
pauper might have money left him and cease to bea pauper, in which 
case the order allowing him to sue as such would, on application, be dis- 
charged. As to rale 31, the term dives costs which occurred in the Chan- 
cery Consolidated Order 40, r. 5, was omitted, but a pauper was allowed 
to receive costs ‘‘ ordered to be paid.’’ At a trial before a judge anda 
lo would seem that there was no order, for by ord. 65, r. 1, costs are to 
fi the event. But at trial before a judge alone costs are ‘‘ ordered 
to be paid.” The effect of the latter part of the rule was that such costs 
were to be taxed as in ordinary cases; and, therefore, the pauper was only 
entitled to the costs in of which he had been or was liable. But 
as to counsel’s fees, a solicitor is only bound to pay to a counsel a fee 
which is on the brief when the brief is accepted. ere always must have 
been a difficulty in the idea that a counsel could take a fee afterwards, 
for the majority of counsel never would have allowed a fee to be 
ked subsequently. At all events, it was a fee which the 
solicitor was not bound, either by legal obligation or professional 


etiquette, to , and, therefore, the pauper was not liable for it. 
But as toa colicitor, it would be unjust to say that, where he had 
been put to se in the performance of the duty imposed 

him id be a loser, even if he succeeded. Therefore he was 


1 
iF 


on law his costs out of pocket—i.e., not merely cash out 
of pocket, such as expenses of witnesses, but also the cost of certain 
things done in his office, and for which he has to pay, such as for 
we his clerks. Therefore his lordship was of opinion that, 
although the solicitor was not entitled to dives costs—i.c., the profite which 
a dives would have to pay under a contract—yet he was to have costs out 
the sense above stated, the taxation to be in the ordinary 
form. The objection to the taxation having failed, the costs allowed 
against the costs of the appeals. 

Bowes, L.J., who gave judgment to the same effect, said it was doubtful 
whether ord. 16, r. 31, was intended to apply to costs, which under ord. 65, r. 
1, are not the subject of a special order, and whether it was not intended to 
deal with the chancery practice, and not to introduce a new doctrine into 
the common law. But that might be a technical construction, and there- 
foze he would assume that the rule applied, and that the judgment ad- 
eet th ad amr tenet op, mieten. 2 me ead within 


Shctoss for the Tan Z. HH. &. for G Shep 
appe t, J. ZB. . Scott, for Graham herd, 
$ ¢ 
Solicitors for the respondent, Hickin ¢ Graham, for R. Simey, Sunderland. 
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CHANCERY Drvision. 
(Before Kay, J.) 
April 22.—Phillips v. Galmoye. 


This was an action om alleging that he and the defendant 
other persons became members of a 

to promote a joint stock , to be called the U Fire and Acci- 

dent Insurance Company; that the defendant managed the business of 

the syndicate and the promotion of the company ; that the plaintiff had 

cen nl eo £150, and other members of the other sums, 


respect of the costs and expenses the defendant alleged he had 
eee nn anmnhens hal ected to vender any ccveate of 
moneys received or plaintiff claimed an account accordingly, 
might be found due. The defence was that t 


and payment 








defendant had acted as solicitor only, and that he had accounted and 
settled with the plaintiff, who could not act without, or except on behalf 
of, the other members of the syndicate. 

Willis Bund, for the iff, applied for leave to amend, so as to sue 
on behalf of the members of the syndicate. 

Robinson, Q.C., and Oswald, opposed such leave being granted. 

Kay, J., refused leave to amend, remarking that he could not allow an 
action of this character against a solicitor to be brought in the Chancery 
Division when the ture had provided a remedy under the 
Solicitors Acts. Under those Acts the defendant’s bills of costs might be 
taxed and his cash account taken without the institution of any action for 
the purpose. The present action must therefore be dismissed, with costs, 
though, of course, without prejudice to the plaintiff’s other remedies,— 
Times. 





QUEEN’s BrencH Drvision. 
(Before Lops, J.) 


April 22.-—Phelps and Woodford v. The Upton Snodsbury Highway 
Board, 


This case raised a question of considerable importance—namely, whether 
the retainer of a solicitor by a highway board must be under seal, and 
whether the want of such a retainer precludes recovery upon the contract, 
even though it be an executed contract. 

Finlay, Q.C., and English Harrison appeared for the plaintiffs ; Bosanguet, 
Q.C., and R. H. Amphlett for the defendants. 

The plaintiffs, who are solicitors practising in. London, brought this ac- 
tion to recover £84 2s. 7d., the amount of a bill of costs incurred in 
opposing a Bill for the construction of a railway from Worcester to 
Broom. The defendants pleaded that there had not been any retainer under 
their common seal, and they also counter-claimed for negligence. The 
question arising on the counter-claim was disposed of on Saturday, when 
the jury found that there had not been any negligence on the part of the 
plaintiffs, and his lordship reserved for further consideration the question 
of law arising on the form of the retainer. 

Bosanquet submitted, on the authority of Arnold v. The Mayor of Poole 
(5 Scott N. R. 741, 4 Man. & G. 876), that the retainer of a solicitor 
by a corporation must be under seal, and, on the authority of Hunt v. The 
Wimbledon Local Board (L. R. 4 0. P. D. 48), that where a corporstion re- 
presents ratepayers, the fact that the contract is an executed contract 
does not entitle a plaintiff to recover upon it in the absence of a seal. 

Finlay contended that Hunt v. The Wimbledon Local Board was decided 
upon the Public Health Act, 1875, and that, at any rate, the plaintiffs 
would be entitled to recover £49, which they had actually paid for the 
defendants. 

Harrison, on the authority of Church v. The Gas Light and Coke Company 
(6 A. & E. 846), argued that the defendants would be liable without a 
contract under seal if the retaining the plaintiffs was a matter of urgent 
necessity, and that as the resolution of the defendants to instruct their 
clerk to take all steps necessary for lodging @ petition against the Bill was 
not until the 22nd of February, 1882, and the last day for pre- 
sen a petition was the 25th of February, this was a matter of urgent 
n ty. He also contended, on the authority of Haigh v. The North 
Brierley Union (E. B. & E. 26, 873), that if the contract entered into b 
a corporation was incidental to the purposes for which it was incorporated, 
thecorporation was liablealthough no contract under seal had been executed. 
And he submitted that instru a solicitor to petition against a bill for 
a railway which, if constracted, would, by its low —— and the steep 
gradients which it would give to roads which were to altered, render 
the highways in their ct less convenient for the public, was a purpose 
incidental to that for which the defendants were incorporated. 

Lorrs, J., after stating the facts of the case, said that, in his opinion,-the 
plaintiffs, not havin, ~ retainer under seal, were not entitled to 
recover. As to the clai ee a great part of 
the claim in Arnold v. The Mayor of Poole was for money paid. If the 
retainer of the plaintiffs was a matter of necessity, and incidental to the 
eae for which the defendants were , and if, therefore, a 

was not necessary, he could hardly @ any case in which a seal 
would be necessary. He did not, however, t that petitioning against 
the Bill for the construction of the railway was incidental to the 
for which the defendants were incorporated. It was true that the t 
actually decided in Hunt v. The Wimbledon Local Board was on the 17th 
section of the Public Health Act, 1875; but the judgments in that case 
had a direct u the present, and he referred icularly to 
the j of Justice m, who said that where, as here, the 
were trustees for the public, the fact that they had received 
the benefit of the contract was not sufficient to charge them if the con- 
tract was not under seal. 

Judgment was accordingly entered for the defendants on the claim, with 
coste ; . the counter-claim judgment was entered for the plaintiffs, with 
costs.— Times. ° 





(Before the Ontzr OrFiciAL RECEIVER.) 
April 16.—Jn re Benn Davis. 


The debtor is a solicitor, of Cork-street, Burlington-gardens, and a re- 
ceiving order has been obtained = him. 
The petitioning creditor (Mr. Merton, solicitor) now applied for the ap- 
tment of a manager of the debtor’s business, which was a 
one. He that it was necessary the papers belonging to the 
various clients should be protected and the bills of costs prepared. 
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Mr. Whinney appeared for Mr. E. F. Davis, a former partner of the 
debtor. 

Replying to the Curer Orrictan Recerver, Mr. E. F. Davis stated that 
the debts of Benn Davis would not probably exceed £100,000, and he 
believed there were considerable assets. He ieved the debtor would 
return if sufficient time were allowed, but he wished if to be understood 
that he was not in communication with him. 

Some discussion ensued, and in the result the application stood over.— 

mes. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


REGULATIONS FOR THE Conpuct or Business In BANKRUPTCY IN THE HicH 
Court. 


1. tion 2 of the Order of January 1, 1884, shall be read as if 
clauses (C.), (D.), and (E.) were omitted therefrom. 

2. All matters and applications in bankruptcy which, by the Act or the 
Rules, or the general or special directions of the judge, are to be heard 
before him, except matters and applications adjourned by a registrar to 
be heard by the judge in chambers, will be heard in open court, unless 
otherwise ordered. 

3. All matters and applications for hearing before the ju in open 
court, except ex parte motions, shall be set down in a list to be kept at the 
office of the senior bankruptcy , and will be heard in the order 
in which they are set down in such list, except in cases of emergency, or 
for any other sufficient cause. 

4. Ex parte mations will be heard immediately on the sitting of the 
court, before all other matters and applications, and, in case of emergency, 
may, by leave of the judge, be made at any time during the day. 

5. The hearing of applications for the committal of any person to 
prison, the hearing of Senticos by the Board of Trade to the appoint- 
ment of a trustee, and the hearing of matters and applications adjourned 
by a registrar to be heard before the judge in open court, shall take place 
on such Monday during the sittings as the registrar shall appoint, or so 
soon thereafter as the matter or application can be heard. 

6. Every notice of motion to be heard before the judge shall name 
some Monday during the sittings for hearing the motion, and such 
motion will be heard on the Monday so named, or so soon thereafter as 
the motion can be heard. 

7. All applications, matters, and summonses for hearing before the 
judge in chambers shall be set down not later than four o’clock on the 
previous Friday in a list to be kept at the office of the senior bankruptcy 
registrar, and will be heard in the order in which they are set down in 
such list. 

8. Applications for leave to issue a summons under section 5 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, niay be made ex parte, and without any affidavit. The 
applicant must produce a printed form of application for a summons 

roperly filled up, which, if leave to issue the summons is given, will be 
indorsed by the judge. 

9. When it is intended to apply to the judge for the costs of shorthand 
notes of the hearing of any motion or appeal, the application should be 
made in court before the notes are taken. In the absence of special cir- 
cumstances, an application for the costs of such notes will not be enter- 
tained if not made until after the notes have been taken. 

10. An application for the judge’s notes of the evidence given upon a 
motion before him for use in the Court of Appeal may be made at any 
time after the hearing. Such copinee. must be in writing, and must 
have the appropriate stamp affixed to it ; and thereupon the notes will be 
transmitted by the judge to the Court of A After such written 
application has been made, either party may obtain a copy of the notes 
for the use of his counsel on application to the judge’s clerk, and on pay- 
ment of a fee of 6d. per folio. 

11. A divisional court will sit at the Royal Courts of Justice on every 
Tuesday during the sittings of the High Court, unless notice to the con- 
trary is given. 

12. The ju will sit in open court on every Monday du the 
sittings of the dtigh Court, unless notice to the con’ is p Borges 

13. The ud will sit in chambers at four o’clock in the afternoon of 
every Mon uring the sittings of the High Court (unless notice to the 
contrary is given) for the yore of hearing matters and applications 
adjourned by the registrar to be heard before the Jndge in cham and 
also for the parpose of hearing summonses under ion 5 of the 
Act, 1869, and applications for leave to issue such summonses, 

14. These Regulations shall be substituted for the Regulations of the 
7th of January, 1884, and shall come into operation from and after the 4th 


of April next. 
(Signed) 


Dated the 25th day of March, 1885. 
PROSECUTION OF OFFENCES ACTS, 

Oory or Drarr or Reravnations UNDER tHE Prosxevrion oF Orrancrs 
Aors, 1879 anp 1884 (42 & 43 Vror. o. 22, 8. 8; 47 & 48 Vior. co. 4), Pro- 
posep To ne Supmrrrep ror Tar AprrovaL or tus Lory Cwanoriior 
AND THE Srorerany or Stara. 

Reroviatrons reapecrino tas Dmexcron or Puntre Prosscvrrons. 
(1.) The cases in which it shall be the duty of the Director of Public 
proceeding in 


Lewis Cave. 





Prosecutions to institute, undertake, or carry on a criminal 
respect of an offence are the following: 





a.) Where the offence is punishable with 
5.) Where the offence is of a class the of which has 
hitherto been undertaken by the of the Treasury ; 
(c.) Where an order in that behalf is given to the Director by the 
of State or the Attorney-General; and 


Secretary ; 
(d.) Where it appears to the Director that the offence or the circum- 
ba in thieveot i coiled tates 2 blic in bag 
@ prosecu’ ublic interest, 
and that owing to the importance ar atihoaity of the ceed or to 
other circumstances the action of the Director of Public Prose- 
cutions is necessary to secure the due prosecution of the offender. 

(2.) The proceedings to be instituted, undertaken, or carried on in any 
te be such op Spe Deere of Pe ae 
considers to be necessary to secure prosecution offender. 

(3.) It shall be the duty of the Director of Public Prosecutions, 
either on application or on his initiative, to givein any case which appears 
to him to be of importance or difficulty to clerks of justices of 
the peace and to chief officers of Penmaes Ay og other persons as 
he may think right, and such advice may, at the discretion of the 
Director, be given verbally or in writing. 

(4.) Where it is brought to the notice of the Director of Public Prose- 
cutions that a case has reserved for the opinion of the High Court 
. J veaget ag e Act of the session of the th eres Pay 
of the of her present Ma , chapter seventy-eight, inti 
** An Act for the further poaanlEar ong the administration of the criminal 
law,”’ and that counsel has not been instructed for the prosecution, he 
shall, if he thinks the case of sufficient importance, or is so directed by the 
Attorney-General, instruct counsel to appear for the prosecution. 

C) The _——o of F apeonil aaee ae Pe xa may assist - prosecutors by 
authorizing them to incur ial costs for purpose of— 

(a.) The preparation of scientific evidence ; 
(o.) The remuneration of scientific witnesses ; 
(c.) The payment of extra fees to counsel ; 
(d.) The preparation of plans or models. 
And for any special Foe ap pedo Attorney-General may sanction. 

The Director of Pu Prosecutions may also sanction the payment of 
any special costs incurred for any of the said pi in any criminal 
proceeding, if he is satisfied that the incurring of costs for that purpose 
was requisite for the proper conduct of the proceeding, and that some 
emergency or other good reason rendered it necessary to incur such costs 
without his previous authority. 

(6.) It shall be the duty of the Director of Public Prosecutions to cause 
the chief officer of every police district within the meaning of the Pro- 
secution of Offences Act, 1884, to send to such Director the information 
which such chief officer is, for the time being, required by the regulations 
under the Prosecution of Offences Acts, 1879 and 1884, to give. 

(7.) Where the Director of Publie Prosecutions institutes or undertakes 
or carries on any criminal proceeding it shall be his duty to give the notice 
required under section 5 of the Prosecution of Offences Act, 1879, for 
obtaining the documents and things which justices of the peace or 
coroners are required by that section to transmit to the Director; and the 
Director of Public Prosecutions shall cause every such document and 
thing to be delivered or sent oy pet a i letter to the 
officer of the court in which the trial is to be had a reasonable time 
such trial. 

(8.) Where it is brought to the knowledge of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions that a tion for an offence instituted before any justice 
or police court is withdrawn or is not with within a reasonable 
time, it shall be his duty, if he thinks that it is or es Mig dae oa Se 
him to institute, und @, or carry on such prosecution, to obtain 
the clerk to such justice or police court the documents and thmgs which 
such clerk is, by the Prosecution of Offences Acts, 1879 and 1884, or may, 
from time to time, under any regulations in force thereunder be required 


to transmit. 
(9.) The Director of Public Prosecutions may employ any solicitor te 
act as his agent in the conduct of a prosecution, and, after examination of 
the costs and charges of such agent, shall certify the amount which he 
finds to be reasonable and proper to be paid. 

(10.) The action of the Director of Public Prosecutions shall in all 
matters, inch the selection and instraction of counsel, be subject to 
the directions of the Attorney-General. Henry Jamun. 


April 10. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Bast. Tomas Woopp, barrister, has been elected Chairman o 
Quarter Sessions for the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Woodd is the 
eldest son of Mr. Basil Thomas W oodd, and was born in 182]. He 

uated at Trinity College, Cam and he was called to the bar at 
nooln’s-inn in Easter ses, ee 25 e is a deputy-lieutenant for the 
West Riding, and a magistrate for the North and West Mr. Woodd 


pelt jen SS eS 
from 1853 till 1868, and from 1874 till 1 


Mr. Joux Ganx, solicitor, of Falmouth, ets wy, Clerk to the 
ny gu on the resignation of , Mr. Wiliam 
ames 


Mourn Witsox, solicitor Binney, Son, & 
Wiss of Sheed, Naw been appotated'« Cominesonerf sdmlaier 


Oaths the Supreme Court of J 
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Mr. Arruvur Vernon, solicitor (of the firm of Hindson, Miller, & Vernon), 
of 10, Moorgate-street, has been a) — a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Ju 


Mr. Arnruur Joun Hanstre Warp, solicitor, of Harwich and Dover- 
court, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of udicature. 


Mr. Arrnur Pzance, solicitor, of 15, Clement’s-inn, London, has been 
—,' a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
April 16.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Pervare Brius.—London, Chatham, and Dover Railway (Capital) ; 
Eastern and Midlands Railway. 
April 17.— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Parvate Bruis.—Evesham, Redditch, and Stratford-upon-Avon Junc- 
tion Railway ; Isle of Wight Railways. 
April 21.— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Briis.—Ashton-under-Lyme, Stalybridge, and Dukinfield 
(District) Water ; "ee (Corporation); Runcorn Gas; Skipton and 
Kettlewell Railwa: 


Infants. 


Bill in Committee. 


m Bills Read a Third Time. 
RIvATE Briis.—Liverpool Cathedral; Liverpool Grain Storage and 
Transit Company. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
js > 16. — in Committee. 
Parvats Bru.—Great Western wa: ent of D it). 
Gites, y (Repaym epost 


Redistribution. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Parvars Bris.—Horsforth Water; Manchester, Middleton, and 
District Tramways. 
April 17.— Bill Read a Second Time. 
Parvarz Brui.—Felixstowe, Ipswich, and Woodlands Railway. 
Bilis in Committee. 


Redistribution. 
Local Authorities (Expenses of Conference). 
ee i Bill Read a Third Time. 
April 21.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Parvatz Buu.—Limehouse Subway (Extension of Time). 


Bill in Committee. 
Redistribution. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURKE. 
Rora OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. es + wed APPEAL COURT v © Bucow. Mr. Justice 














No. 2. Kay. 
ApL 27 Mr. ren Mr. Jackson Mr. Merivale Mr. Clo 
en, Aol. 2 Carrington i 
, wanes 2 » sl Jackson Merivale Clowes 
Thursiay.. 30 Koe Carrington Koe 
Fri., May.. 1 Carringtor Jackson Merivale Clowes 
Saturday... 2 Jackson Carrington King Koe 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. PEARSON. 
Mr. —— Mr. Ward 
Farrer Pemberton 
_— Ward 
Farrer Pemberton 
-—-— Ward 
Farrer Pemberton 
COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jorn? Rooms Coamrasnne. 
LamirEn Petition fo fi ind 
Lo Saturday, on fr hochemrenal . 
ComerrrvrionalL Civn Company, 
Crrz AL ANY, Lawiren.—By an mate by Ka Vey 


the 
Hoxenovrp pate Brewed Comrany, Limrrep.—Peti fi > winding \ 
be heard beture dpm di, on 4 “April 26. Baxsiby 


onmonger ae in person 
” leh 8 wee ABD Cpmant, b ="By ao an order made by Kay, J. fated | Roouae, 
Si pectde, Wect Oat Pehl lor forte pd 


’ Ganette, April 17.) 











BriGHTON GENERAL Omninvs Company, LimtTED.—Chitty, J., has fixed Friday 
May 1 at 11, at This chambers, for 7 mod appointment of an official liquidator 
STABLE AND HOUGHTON Lanne Boor aND SHOE MANUFACTURING COMPANY, 
Luwrep.—Credito! a, , on or before May 19, to send their names and 
addresses, and the part of their debts or claims, to Mr James Henry 


Cregeen, 13, Shenley rd, Camberwell. Tu June 2 at 11, is sppointed te for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts att Nain ‘ 


ENGLISH AND FOREIGN BoTrLE Comp. , LIMITED. Cong are uired, on 
or before May 19, 19, to send their names addresses, and the of 
their debts or claims, to Arthur Hughes, 25, Old Jury. Tuesday, one 2 at 11, 


.is appeseses for saaeane and nes & upon, the debts and 
HocGe’s Horry Comp. LiwiTEp.—Pear has by an order, dated April 
14, ieee inted, Charles James Sin eton, 8, 5 Staple inn, Holborn, to to be official 
Creditors are req or before May 23, to send their names 
particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Tues- 
ae: une 2, at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


LEADENHALL STEAMSHIP COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, presented 
i 20, directed to be heard bef before Pearson, J., on Saturday, May 2. Hilbery, 


Billiter st, solicitors for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, April 21.] 
UNLIMITED IN y Cusneme 


Er1cuTa East CENTRAL BENEFIT LbUILD co boars, —Petition for winding up 
presented April 16, directed to be beara Setore Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, nq 
25. Phelps and Co, Gresham st, solicitors for the titioners 

East CENTRAL BENEFIT BUILDING SocieTy.—Petition for winding up, 
sented April 16, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, A; 
Phelps and Co, G st, solicitors for the peti’ oners 

FourtTH East BENEFIT BUILDING SocieTy.—Petition for win 
presented April 16, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, pul 
25. Phelps and Co, “~— st, solicitors for the petitioners 

Ninta East CENTRAL BENEFIT Buriprne Socrety.— Petition for winding up, 
presented April 16, directed to be heard ne Bacon. as C., on Saturday, April 








25. Phelps and Co, Gresham st, solicitors for the itioners 
NintH Lonpon BENEFIT BUILDING .—Petition for winding wu up, B presented 
Aust 16, directed to be heard Soden V.C., on Saturday, April 25. Phelps 


Co, Gresham st, solicitors for the petitioners 
Bury .—Petition for winding up, — 


ENTH ENEFIT ING 
sented April 16, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, Ap: 
Phelps and Co, Gresham st, solicitors for ‘the petitioners 
[ Gazette, April 17.] 
Frrenpty Socretres Dissoivep. 


Morron Victoria Socrety, Lord Nelson Inn, Morton, ee Lisosie. ty 9 
azetteé. 
ALEXANDRA FRIENDLY UNION Socrety, a, Sagal live ool ‘April 17 
GooD SAMARITAN LODGE OF ODD FELLOWS, Heath, Rowley 
Regis, Stafford. April 17 


(Gazette, April 21.] 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MonTuHS 
URT FRIEND ON THE RESTERS’ FRIENDLY Socrery, Adel Schoolreom, 


April 
oa FoRESTEERS LY Society, Beckett’s Arms Inn, Mean- 
[ Gazette, April 17.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
Ca; Stock Broker. May 22. Asto d 
a Coane Say, Say Del ct ro) =... May | ee 


Bo ane hind, Bane ee ae Basie y Biusdell, Ke 

LUND: 0 , Essex undell v Blux ‘ 

Lowou, fHOMaa, Chigwell, Hasex.” May A . 
[ Gazette, April 17.] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 | vicr. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAI 
BAGNALL, JOAN Nock, Shenstone Moss, near pene Stafford. May 18. Neve 
and Cresswell, Wolverbampton 
Bran, E1izaBetu, Crewkerne, Somerset. June1. Bennett, Bruto: 
, HARRIET, Thurston rd, Lewisham. May 19. Bell, "kisesten on 
es 
Byes, yeas Bruton st, Bond st, Gent. May 12. Walls and Co, Queen 
Cane AveustTus JoHN DaRLiInG, Clarendon rd, b, Botting Hill, Civil Enginéer. 
April 30. Manning, Westminster chmbrs, Victo: 
ig wm pm Mary Esmina, Sloane st, Chelsea. ta 20. Gordon and Dalbiac, 
paver, Henny Davin, Kingston, Southampton, Gent. June5. Pearce and Son, 
Denton, THomas Epwakp, Halifax, York, Pork Butcher. May 4. Jubband Co, 
Duny, Grace CARUTHERS, Woodchester, Gloucester. May 30. Little and Mills, 


FARMER, THOMAS, Metygach, Lincoln, Farm Bailiff. May 30. Herta, Holbeach 


GREENFIELD, , Surrey, Licensed Victualler. June Peckham 
and Co, Knightrider Commons 
HALLEY, "Ropent, Arun Sussex, Minister. May 14. Bartlett, Bedford ro 
Hazrporp, TLLIAM, = noone. June1. Evans and Co, Viverpool 
Hayes, Emma Exxy, i e. aoe Witherington, Reading 
> WILLIAM, Church May 20. Woodbridge and 
Sons, Clifford’ s in 


oo SARAH, Baie ter, cr Gloucester. May 20. Griffiths, Cheltenham 
ALBERT, Aldershot, Ban d Master, as 16. Foster, Aldershot 
Laxcagtax, DANTE, Daw1e1L, Skipton, York, Brazier. May "Heelis and Thompson, 


rag Pb oe FREDERICK, Shanghai, China, June 90. Harwood and Stephen- 
Mami, come ey rd, Hornsey Rise, Surgeon. May 30. Watson and 
sta Cuan ; poe , Stratton Strawless, Norfolk, Esq. Fosters and 
gap, © CATHERINE Southport, Lancaster, Ladies’ School Proprietor. 
June}, Rowe and So Gaey Book 
TtzaY. Matruew, B: ham, Butcher. June 16. Joel and Co, New- 
upon 

RicHaRpsow, Princes st, Hanover sq, Licensed Victualler. May 30. 

H land. Knigherider st, Doctors’ Commons - x 
Romaror igiie Ruowy, Mons com May 16. Bows and Brewis, Sunderland 
ith, tractor une 10, Greenway and 


WiL1tiaM, Manchester, Provision Merchant. Junei, Or- 
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SEAGER, ALICE, Wootton Bassett, Wilts. May 15. 
SweLpeakn, "Wecasams. Aldershot, tog = hy na geen, Aldershot 
STH, ‘AL HUBBARD, Fishing Merchant. 
. 4. Holt and i Soot aon » - : 
yg Maria, Li verpool. x Banks and oue'4 iverpoo: 
A po JAMES, North Dulwich, Licensed Victualler. June 1. Layton 
_— judge row 
Watson, JOSEPH, Birstal, near Bradford, Yo May 1. Lake and 
a d, rk, Innkeeper. y 
WELLS, Maki, Greatham, Southampton. May 
WESTON, HENRY, Bracknell, Berks. June 1. Mathews, Gt Russell st 
YARDLEY, JOHN, Tipton, Stafford, Coal Master. June 1. Sanders and Co, Bir- 


ming! 

Yaupier, Mary Ann, Ashfield, Yardley, Worcester. June1. Sanders and Oo, 

Yarpusy Saprau, Tipton, Stafford. Junei. Sanders and Co, ham 
‘Gasette, April 


June 


17.] 





SALES OF ENSUING ao 


April 28.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
and - .m., Leasehold ald Property (see udvertisement, Apel i 11, 
Sesurenee (see (see eivestionnans. this week, p.4 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Barlow .—. 15, A Ashford, Wilmslow, Cheshire, the wife of William 
Wycliffe y ter-at-law, of a son. 


_ MILs. — 14, at 88, $m Avonide Ge General Alvear, Buenos Ayres, the wife of 


Henry Maynard Mills, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


Meneses. 
Oe rrr t-~" 20, at o> colnshire, by the Rev, G 
y the Rev. " Massingberd and the Rav R. ‘Talbat, 
a, eee to the Hon. Adela 
eon Hoy youngest daughter of Pon B —— and Vaux. 

Ross.—April 16, at St. etteer: ee. Ba Edgar Thomas Martin 
Dennes, solicitor, London, t.. Mathieson, daughter of the late 
Alexander Ross, of Inverness, N — 

Horn—BUcHANAN. —April 16, at Edinburgh, J rf Galbraith Horn, age gad to 
Caroline Elizabeth, daughter of Sir George and Lady Leith Buchanan, of 
Priory, Dumbartonshire. 


EATHS. 
BarLEs.—April 14, William Haigh Bele. solicitor, Boston, Lincolnshire aged 63. 
RoBINSON. —April 20, at Belle Vue House, Biadford, Arthur Whitworth Robin- 
son, solicitor, aged 45. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Fripay, aon & at ha 1885. 
RECEIVING 
Arnold, Thomas, Rees Yorkshire, "Tegnew. Dewsbury. Pet Apr 14. 
Ord Apr 14. Exam M 
Blyther, William, Chatsworth rd, Clapton park, Butcher. High 4 Pet Apr 
18. Ord Apr 18. Exam May 20 at i at 34, Lincoln's inn fiel 
Brown, Henry, and Henry W Nantwich, Boot Man 
and Cove, Pet Apri3. Ord Apri4. Exam May 20 
Burslem, G. O., Gt e st. Regent st, Gent. ph Court Pet Mar 9. Ord Mar 
31. Exam May 13 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn See 
Byrne, John James, Kirkdale, nr Liverpool, it. Liverpool. Pet Apr 
15. Ord Apr 15. Exam Apr 27 at 11.30 at Py ye Court ouse, Government bldgs, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 
Challen, George T., Haymarket, Auctioneer. h Court. Pet Aug 22 Ord 
Apri4. Exam May 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Chapman, J ey Bs , one Hairdresser. Portsmouth. Pet Apr 15. Ord 
ri xam 
Cie e, Walter Geo T pctenten rd, Peckham, Farmer. h Court. Pet Apr 
Ord Apr 14, Exam May 20 at 11 at a4, Lincoln’s inn fiel 


Curtis, Wil 7 Hepry, C , Outfitter. Cardiff. Pet Apr 14. Ord Apr 14. 

xam Ma 

Culpin, Robert He: Mill Bank, ar Halifax, Cotton Spinner Halifax. 
Pet Mar 25. "Ord ‘Ap? is. Exam May 

Davis, Benn, Cork st, Burlington my te A > solicitor. Court, Pet Mar 23. 
Ord Apr 14. May 20 at 11 at 34, coth’s inn fields 

Davies, ay Secu, Swansea, Builder. Swansea, Pet Apr 14. Ord Apr 14. 


Exam 
Davies, Jean. a Shradrach Da’ Sw Chain Makers. 8 
Dixdn, John Thomas Ki 2 May ae aed Publi ti al 
ixon, John Thomas, ~ or ican. 
- R Apr ; So or os ‘Exam’ May 4 at 4 ar 
mon un ‘ark- Regent’s Solicitor. Court. 
‘Pet Mar 23, Ord April 15. May 22 at 11, at a S Lnoal ‘ein 
roe, m May 8 Cheltenham, Currier. eltenham. Pet April13,. Ord April 13. 


xam 
Fos oseph, Goole Yorkshire, Master Marin akefi Apri 
Ord Apr - 18." Exam Ma ~ A ~~ a oe “oe. 
Gibson omas, Talke, Staffordshire, Pestion Cutter. 
Tunstall, Pet April 13. Ord April 13. Exam May 


Hanley, Burslem, and 
Ponstel 8, at 11, at Townhall, 
Gio k tien, Nathan, Ashwin st, Dalston, Ca Maker. Court. 
% 8. Ord Ap vril 1. Exam May 15 at 11, Syn 4 inn ris eae 


Golasmid, Bartle @ eorge, Drapers’ grdna, eeccarones. igs Court. Pet Aprils, 


Ord April13, Exam May 29 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s in: 
Halse, James Alexander, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. ber. Liverpool. Pet Mar 30. 


Ord April 15. Exam April #7 ab 11.90 ab Court house, Government bidgs, Vie: 


toria st, Liv 
H » Walter, t 1, Contractor. Ch 
Exar M ie Errak Gare i mgmt Pet Mar 25, hoy April 15, 
arw: ensington, tleman. High Court 
use Be April 18. Exam May 98 at i100 8, Tanesie's ian fields ~- 
, Coventry, okshire, Machinist. h Coven April 
( Exam May li at % at County hall, Co’ = - 
Ine Aprils Hastings, Draper, Hastings. Pet Apel i4, Ord Aprili. Exam 


James, John ond. orn Charlies John, Bristol, Cabinet Makers. Bristol. 
Apri 13, Ord . 7 at 12, at Guildhad, Bristol: = 


Jones, Titus, Burslem, Commission Agent. . Burslem, and Tunstall. 
‘ 8 at 
Pet A 15. Ord Aprili5. Exam May 8 at 11, a ee 


Kelly Pet 
wr April Exam 21 at 1 Lg ol EY 
Ord ‘April 14 Exam April 27 at 11.30, at Court house, Government bidgs, 


t Sydner N Commission Agent. 
Mitch Court. For bat 19° ea Acril is Exon Boy tt at ll, at 34, Lincoln’s 
Innkeeper. Exeter. Pet April 


vi eales Beam May att 


ee EE, agen us. Ord 


15 Ord Reet 15. Exam May 5 at 2.30 
Parker, Cartes, Hove, Gusses, Punermen. Brighton. Pet Apr 10. Ord Apr 15. 


Exam May 7 at 

ee tlsatcten, Pesshecieeshive, Former. . Pembroke Dock. Pet Apr 

Ord 5. Exam May 13 at 12.15 at Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock. 
Pitt. Wal ton, Be - I Financier. Manchester. Pet Mar 25. Ord 
7 at 12.30 

nea Be pea Bal, Sipsees soe al 
Pet A) i4. 14. 
Ramsbottom, W uy Innkeeper.’ Scarborough. Pet 


ms 
Apr 15. Ord Apr 15. Exam fay 19 at 13 
Rhodes, 5 ies potis aes ee ree ae 
5 15. 
Ske Fieherick Augustus, Pembroke Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet 
Apr 13. Ord Apr 13. Exam Apr 21 at 2.30 at Temperance Hall, Pembroke 


Smith, Thomas Hi Birmingham, Tobacconist. Birmingham. Pet Apr 14. 
Ord Apr i4. Exam Tat2 
Sto 7, caeem, Ldanieie, Manse Dosler. Walsall. Pet Apr 14. Ord Apr 14. Exam 


May 
Taylor, John Bennett, Nottingham, Plumber. Nottingham. Pet Apri3. Ord 


Apr 13. Exam Hay 19 
Tharnboro at i 1. vo 


Liverpool, Team Owner. 
Apr 14. > aeapigomeammannen house, Government 


Vv 

Tosh, Dean Saw Mills, Ealing, Timber Merchant. Brent- 
ford. ei ae 16 Ord Ape 10 Aprio, Exam May iat 

Turner, John, outh and Workington. Pet 
Apr ii. Ord ey orrn 

Webb, William, . , Wine Merchant. Manchester. Pet Mar 31. Ord 
Apri3 Exam PF eek 

Wilks, Abraham, jun, enwell rd, Manufacturer. Court. Pet Apr ls. 
Ord ‘Apr 14. Exam May 19 af 11 at $4, Lincoln's inn 

Willi Rol Caergwrie, Flintshire, Grocer. Wrexham. Pet Apr 2. Ord 
Apri5. Exam 

iy tate bare rears Ort Barnet. Pet Apri3. Ord Apr 
13. Exam 29 at 11 at Townhall, Barnet 

Woolsey, W: un, Gt Yarmouth, es Sane. Pet Apr 
13. Ord Apri 13." May 4 at 2.30 at Town Gt Yarmou 


First 
Backhouse, James pepenete ectean. Se , Yorks, Hay Dealer. Apr24 
atii.30. Official ver, Gonthaase oh ' 
Baier, Henry, jun, Abergavenny, Mon, Gent. Apr 24 at 12. Official Receiver, 


Berry, riiiara, Broad et Ohoapelae, * April 25 at 11 at 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
cee terdeegas a 


Albert Ed SEs tt, Bares, Onl Morcant. Apr 27 at 3. 
Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Carlton, Watson Cariton, Chalfont ea Coe. Apr 2% 


Builder. S090 98 ch 6, Batieed A, Soe 
Staines rd. H . Brewer. Apr 2 at 11 at 33, 
Carey st. Lincoln's inn 


Dixon, "John: Thomas, King’s Cliffe, Northamptonshire, Publican. Apr 27 at 12 at 


y Court, Peterborough 
Duck 7 wert, Bevettry. Oech Bates nee yt Se> 
corpora’ Law Society, 's inn bidgs, Bowlalley H 
Dypon, Robert, rect, Kings Lan Apr 29 at 10.15 at office of 
Whaill, King’s 
Ford, William, Cheltenham, Ourrier, 


2% at 3 at County Court, Cheltenham 
Goole, Yorks, Mariner. Apr 2 at 2. cial Receiver, South- 


ch! W: 
= Thomas, x Fustian Cutter. Apr®iat4. Official Re- 
oe) Stockbroker. Apr 27 at 2at Bank- 


Goldsmid, 
Portugal st. Lincotn's inn fickds 
nines’ James gS ge Merchant. Apr 


eiver, 87, § 

‘ak ns Hoary, and Y Dealers. 
= red )Sep estate) Becelver South ches, Wakehelh ema 
dgeon, Henry Southgate chambers, 


: A at 12. 
oe ee Apr 2 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Howlant ir rh Pe May 13 at 11.15. County 

South Pianoforte 
TY eo st, enato Manufacturer. Apr 
Jackson, Alfred, Yorkshire, “Wine Merchant. Aprat at 3 Official 
Berks, Draper. Apr 2 at 11. Official Re- 
Lancashire, Boot Maker. Apr 2 at 2.20. 
Mann, Oilman. Apr 2 at 2% Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Innkeeper. Apr 28 at 11, 


Maller, 1 Receiver, if Board Crean Reet Farrier, April 9 at 11. Bank. 


rup' st, "s inn fields 
Sees errs ne 
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Apr 24 at 3.30, Official Re- 
asec nee etna Aer 
Senior, J: tt, Dewsbury, Yorkshire Size Boiler. Apr 24 at 3, Official 
Receiver, caped Batley 


Thomas Hi: Tobacconist. Apr 27 at 11. Official Re- 
= yas Birmingham. To pr 
Stordy, Jacob, Tiehfold: He Horse Dealer. "hee @7 at 12.30. The Swan Hotel, Lich- 


Tage. John Bennett, Nottingham, Plumber. Apr 24 at 12, Official Receiver» 
nge Walk, Ni ottingham 
Tennent, en errors mews, Edgware road, Cab Proprietor. Apr 30 at 11. 
3S, incoln’s inn 
yp f= 4 Kingsbridge, Devonshire, Corn Merchant. Apr 24 at 11. Official 
any x 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 
_ John, Dean Dean, Cumberland, Farmer. Apr 25 at 12. 67, Duke st, White- 
ven 


be ie Luton, Wests Luton Straw Hat Manufacturer. Apr 25 at 11. 

t. Apr 27 at11.30. Official Receiver, 
Deter 's chmb rs, Bri 

Wolfe, Lionel Harris, York, J eweller. = 28 at 2.30. Official Receiver, York 








ADJUDICATIONS. 


*— = Be Charles, Vigo st, Regent st, Gent. High Court. Pet Dec 30. 

Bex Gustavus Frederic, Cheltenham, Colonel in Royal Artille Cheltenham. 
Pet Jan10. Ord March 6 sa we 
Oni Ernest, Toventoct, Ironmonger. Liverpool. Pet March 24. 

Bolder, Charles, om oe Clee, nr Gt Grimsby, Draper. Gt Grimsby. Pet 
March 23, Ord A April 

Pe Ord April 1 te ting Timber Merchants’ Foreman. Salisbury. Pet March 

Brown, Dani Gel, Leeds, Taubes eeper. Leeds. Pet March 31. Ord April 13 

Burton ee Crowle, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Sheffield. Pet March 27. Ord 

Pp 
ONipei bag Ky, —. anaes, nr Liverpool, Estate Agent. Liverpool. Pet 
Geel Ciyde, Gt Queen st, Westminster. High Court. Pet Dec3. Ord 


Day, Tenis, Andover, Timber Merchant. Salisbury. Pet March 20. Ord Apel 11 
Drake, John, Halifax, Boot Maker. Halifax. Pet April10. Ord April 1 
wep re Ambleside, Westmorland, Grocer. Kendal. Pet yey 9, Ord 
P 
James, Exeter, Tailor. Exeter. Pet March 13. Ord April 12 
Coes, 2 Thomas, Talke, Staffordshire, Fustian Cutter. Hanley, Burslem, and 


Pet’ April 13. Ord April 13 

Green, Pre Francis, Joseph, and Arthur James Green, N ort, Isle of Wight, Wine 
ts. Newport and Ryde. Pet March 19. April 8 

Green, ty Nottingham, Corn Factor. Nottingham. Pet Mar 18. Ord 

Frank he Cheltenham, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Cheltenham. Pet Mar 17. 


eng a 
hye <1 ohn 7am, Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant. Huddersfield. Pet Mar 


Hirst, Ghares, Armley, nr Leeds, Cloth Finisher. Leeds. Pet Mar 21. Ord 
Jom, ‘Titus, Burslem, Agent. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. Pet Apr 15. Ord 
1 
ian Henry, Plumstead, Kent, Builder. Greenwich. Pet March 17. Ord 
Apr 14 


eae Pp my Moreton-hampstead, Devonshire, Innkeeper. Exeter. Pet Apr 
a, vey br and William Henry Merritt, Bristol, Hauliers. Bristol. Pet 
Norris, Edwin, co Bedfordshire, Bricklayer. Luton. Pet Apr 9. Ord 


Apr 13 

Oo’ vg my peesspeel, Den per. Liv 1. PetDecii. Ord Apr 14 

—.> = enistone, Yorkshire, ware Dealer. Barnsley. Pet Mar 
Onna; ee Ane 5 


Pitt, Walter Mieicneiten, Consulting Financier. Manchester. Pet Mar 25. Ord 
pr 
so Manasseh, Bradford, Cabinet Maker. Bradford. Pet Apr 14. Ord 
r 
Rice, Isaac, Gloucester, Coal Dealer. Fo my Pet Apri0. Ord aoe’ 14 
, Richard Charles, and Richard Frank Ring, Bristol, Goal ’ Merchants 
Pet Mar 2. Ord Apr 13 
Wi Wolverhampton, Bellows Manufacturer. Wolverhampton. 
wan ak 3 10. Apr 13 
> eee Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Luton. Pet Apr 9 


wel 
illiam, Manchester, Wine Merchant. Manchester. Pet Mar 31. Ord 


e, Frederick Peter, Omskirk, Lancashire, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Mar 
Ord Apr 1 
Williams, James, Southampton, Grocer. Southampton. Pet Mar ii. Ord 


13 
Wilbon, Charles, Bulwer road, New Barnet, Clerk. Barnet. Pet Apr 13. Ord 
pr 
TUESDAY, April 21, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 





sath, John, Northowram Village, Quarryman. Halifax. Pet Apr 18. Ord 


Apr Exam 12 
Anneveld, Francis Edward, address unknown, Commission Agent. High | 
" Court. ‘Pet Feb3, Ord April 16. Exam May 0 at 11 at 4, Lincoln’s inn | 
Begeh, Rommel. ged Edmund Howlett, Frederick st, Caledonian rd, Builder’s | 
Court. Pet Aprié. Ord Apri7. Exam June Bat lint 4, | pe 
Lincoln’s inn 


Brading, Robert Henry, + ol LW., Saddler. Newport and Ryde. Pet Apr b oan 


ono Apriz7. Exam 


2, Geary, Cardiff, Grocer’s Assistant. Cardiff. Pet Apr 14, Ord | 
Fusteneuth, Hairdresser. Portemouth. Pet Apr 15. Ord 
Apr 15. " Exam May 4 

Conber, Nosh James, St Mary Church, Devonshire, Labourer. Excter. Pet 


ones, ha Exam hat 
“arr Fender Manufacturer. Dudley. 


oi sa 
"High Court gen ays Ord, io 6. Dre's nthe ey ty Ae = ~ 


ge Newport,Mon. Pet Aprié. Ord Apr ié 
2» oe ir Carriage Builder. Macclesfield. Pet 





Tata at Aasiog Souris, Head Reading. Pet Apr 17. Ord Apr 17. Exam 
tah. Utton Moy et a, Burton on Trent. Pet 
moe 7 “Ord A. r 14. 


Agent. Huddersfield. Pet Mar 24. 
lage 16. Exam May 18 B 10.30 


Evans, Daniel, pore. Glam: , Furniture Dealer. Pontypriid. Pet 
Apr 15. Ord May 15. Exam May 5 at'2 
roe, Foy ag Hooton, Nottingham, Fishmonger. Nottingham. Pet Apr 18. 
Apr 


8. 
Gorwood, Charles, Southtown, Suffolk, Boatbuilder. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Apr 17. 

-Ord Apri7. Exam Ma May 4 at 2.90 at Townhall, Gt Yarmouth 
omas, Aston, Druggist. Birmingham. Pet Apr 16. Ord Apr 16, 

Exam — 12 at2 

Gould, Ji Plymstock, Devonshire, Baker. East Stonehouse. Pet Apr 8. Ord 
Apr -. “Bian May 8 at 2 
William,  aramaned Fruiterer. Greenwich. Pet Apr 16. Ord 


Apr 16. i May 8 at1 
Hartley, m Selina Rains, Saundersfoot, La psig eg « Draper. Pembroke 
Dock’ Pet Apri7. Ord Apr 17. Exam May 13 at 1 at the Temperaace 


Hoserts, HL io tourport, Worcestershire. Ldesneed Victuall Kidd 

r orces ic er. er- 

pete Bee Kio 1. Ord Apr 13. Exam May 5a 

J Bey. Joseph, Howard, Lincoln, Saddler. Lie teh Apr 16. Ord Apr 16. 

pr 30 at 

Jones, Frederick, Elgin rd, St Peter’s park, Gent. PS ma Court. Pet Mar 20. Ord 
"Apr 15. ‘oats King a3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’ In’s inn fiel 

Lambart, Frederick Richard Henry, residence anaes, _— 2nd Bat. Royal 
coupe) Fusiliers. Hi h Court, Pet Jan 22. Ord Apr 17 xam June 4 at 11 at 

. coln’s inn fi 


Levy. Edward Henry, d Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Tailor. High Court. Pet Apr 16. 
Ord Apr 16. Exam M a, Glamorgan at 11 at + Lincoln’s inn fiel " 
, Chemist. Genus, Pet Apr 10. Ord 


Laan. Walter, te Aik N. opbampfonshire, Shoe Manufacturer. Northampton. 
Pet Apr 16. ‘Ord Apr 16. 


Mallinson, Joseph, » Knottingley, Yorkshire, Plumber. Wakefield. Pet Apr 18, 


Ord ar 18. 
South Shields, Durham, —_, Broker. Newcastle on 
Tyne. Bet ADE’ 16, Ord Apr 16, Exam A: 
Mitchell, Isaac, B ‘ord, Yorkshire, (reine ” Bradford. Pet Apris. Ord Apr 
18. Exam May 5 at 12 
Myieiey. Patrick, rd, Plaistow, Cowkeeper. High Court. Pet Mar 20. 
17. Exam June 4 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s fields 
i Valeatine Christopher, Deal Deal, Cinque P Ports Trinity Pilot. Canterbury. 


Mybi Apri5. Ord Apr 16. = 
Pickford, Thomas, Swansea, Tobacc: am May? Swansea. Pet Apr 18. Ord Apr 18. 
Exam May 14 


Pus, Solomon, Sclater st, Bethnal Green, Hat Dealer. High Court. Pet Apr 
Apri7. Exam June 4 at 11 at 34, ‘Lincoln’s inn fields 
Qua, Patrick, Newcastle on Tee's Feather Dealer. Newenstie on Tyne. Pet 
Apr 18. Ord Apris. Exam A 
Ellen Kate Ratclift, Stoke on bape nae. Stoke on 
Trent a Alfe Chest Pet aa" 15. Ord Apri5. May 8 
odtesen, 4 May rfield, Innkeeper. Chesterfield. t Bot Feb 28. Oid Apr 
Redtord Thomas, , Builder. Brighton. Pet Apr 16. Ord Apr 16. 
Exam ‘May 7 at 
Robbins, James _ ae pamaten’, Oxfordshire, Baker. Swindon. Pet Apr 15. 
Ord Apr 16. kam May 13 at2 
Robinson, Joseph, ¢ Cunsey, Lancashire, Bobbin Manufacturer. pnmatal. Pet 
Aprs. Ord one 18, il May 2 at ‘at 18; Court house, Townhall, Kendall 
Ross, William St. George, Adelaide k Hill. h Court. Pet Feb 
16. Ord Apr 16. Exam Ma 19 at Sabo Lincoln’s inn fields 
Smith, Albert, es Yorkshire, Grocer Dewsbury. Pet Apr i¢, Ord Apr 16. 


Exam 
Spencer, E 4 ia wn, Manchester, Pianoforte Dealer. Manchester. 
et Apr 7 ae Bury 8¢ Bam 17. Apr 80 at 11 
t) 


Steele, non, Bury a ve Clerk. Bury St, Edmunds. 
0 at 2, at Guildhall], Bury St. 


Lm he 


Pet April Ord April Exam Ap: 
Edmun 
thony, Leyburn, Yorkshire, Auctioneer. peoSeRerton. Pet Apr 17. 

Ord Apr 18. ‘Apr 28 at 11.30, at Court house, Northallerto 

George Edw: High st, South sae) Oilman. Croydon. Pet Apr 
9. OrdApri4. Exam May is 

, George Archdal rd, Dealer in ae Court. Pet Mar 
10. Ord Apr 16. Sy May 19 at at 11 34, Tinesive to inn fi 


First MEETINGS. 
Ambler, John, Northowram V: , nr Halifax, Quarryman, Apr 29 at 12. Offi- 
ania Th thomas, Be hs aiden pe, Yorkshire, ae n Apr 2 os Official R, 
Rav orpe, Yor eer. 
ceiver, Bank chbrs, Batley sheds + 
Brow e, Henry and | Henry iliiams, Nantwich, Cheshire, Boot Manufacturers. 
‘Apr 28 at 4 "Royal Hotel, Crewe 
John James, Kirkdale, nr sAvenpedh, Estate Agent. Apr 30 at3. Official 


iver, 35 . Victoria st, at ag 
Portsmou Hair Dresser. May 4 atii. Oficial Receiver, 





cases 
Ulam, High st Woolwich, Baker. Apr 20 at 3. Official Receiver, 109, 
my EYL - 
conber, N James, Saint Mary Church, Devonshire, Farm Labourer. Apr 30 
ueen’s Hotel, Torqua may 
Craion wy iifam, am, Dudley, orcestershire, Fender Manufacturer. May 7 at 10. 
ey 
Cylpin, Ret Robert ‘core Halifax, Cotton Spinner. Apr 20 at11. Official Receiver, 
Lav nhall chbrs, Halifax . , 
va ag Nm ig Pol Mon, Grocer. Apr 30 at 12. Ollicial Receiver, 12, 
Cm pl, N § 


ou 
Fees ame Uttoxeter, Staffordshire, out of business, Apr % at 2, White 
Dyson, Alfred, peegetels. Commission Agent, Apr 90 st it. Official Re- 
ceiver, New st, H ratield 
vans, ‘orth, pipeporganshire, Furniture Dealer, Apr 2 at 12. Official 
Receiver, Merthyr 
Gibson, Aime, Am — Grocer, May 2 at 11. Official Receiver, 
a, Stramongate 
Ghanem j Aston, ur Birmingham, Drysalter. May? at ti. Official 
win at, Dalston, Cabinet Maker. Apr ® at it. ™, Carey 


ver, 
On, Pinos athan, 

at ‘a inn 
Pia obn, Pyeted, Dovensttse, Maker. Apr ®atii, Offictal Recover, 14, 


Ww 
eaffunder, W iiliam, Cardif, Boarding house Keeper. Apr ® ot 11, Uiicial Ie- 
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wee daeeROd a et aan May 1 at 2. Canesat Sosneven; 25; FNUNEES 


= » homes, enhall st, Schoolmaster. Apr 30 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, j 


oe ois inn Belle atau Apr 29 at 10.30. Official 
Coven 

Receiver, 17, ord st: Coventry 

teh. = Ab iastins, Draper. Apr 28 at 12. Official Receiver, 109, Victoria st, 

James, John, and Charles John James, Bristol, Cabinet Makers, Apr 28 at 12.30. 

en TR a chbrs, ristol . 

Jolley, Joseph Howard, Lin ie coln, Saddler. Apr 30 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 2, 

edict R ’ 

Jones, Titus, B be 3 em, Staffordshire Commission Agent. Apr 29 at 4, Official 

Receiver, Nelson eae DL Mowcastle under Lyme 

Lighaseen, J Joesph. Pay, Hove, Sussex, Builder. Apr 28 at 12. Official Receiver, 
nat ooinal Tunbri Wi Shoe Factor. Apr 28 at 3. 109, 

vathan ie st, Westminster 7" — “ 

Mallinson, Joseph, Haottingion, Testes, Plumber. tag 30 at 11. Official Re- 

ceiver, Southgate brs, Southgate, Wakefield 

McAdam, Edward py dam, Leonard pl, St Mary Abbots, Kensington, Grocer. 

Apr 30 at 2. Map Bod y bldgs, Portugal st, Tincshes inn fields 

Mobrogor ory, South Shields, aay Furniture Broker. Apr 30 at 2. Official 


Receiver, Co pion, Newcastle eS 
Molaiee J Sohn, fon, 5 nr ir Eeceoahant, tcher. Apr 29 at 2. Official Receiver, 


ton sq, B 
redorio °tfarborn Staffordshire, Boot Upper Manufacturer. 
aigsarte 5 at 11. Official Receiver, Birminghasn c 
Pa, Se Hove, Sussex, Fisherman. Apr 28 ati. 109, Victoria st, West- 


a. any Monkton, Pembrokeshire, Farmer. Apr 29 at 11.15. Pier Hotel, 
em bro! iock 
— Thomas, Swansea, Tobacconist, May 2 at 11. 6, Rutland st, Swan- 


am, Patrick, Newcastle on Tyne; Dealer in Feathers. May2at 11. Official 
Receiver, County chbrs, Newcastle on Tyne 


Regehr, William, Bridlington, Innkeeper. Apr 28 at 11.30 Official 
Receiver, 7: Newborough st, Bcarorough ° 

Ratcliffe, and Ellen Kate Ratcliff itoke on Trent, Milliners. Apr 29 at 

Official ver, Nelson pl, Newcastle under Lyme 

Redford, Thomas, Ho: nee, Sussex, Builder. Apr 28 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 


ot, Deighton 

Dudley hilt, nr Bradford, Cabinet Maker. Apr 29 at 11. Offi- 

cia emmy mh chbrs, Bradford 

giver, Newbor Sip ae Yorks, Gunmaker. Apr 28 at 3. Official Re- 
colver, 


ae gg st. roug 
- en > se, Lan rd, Oxford, Baker. Apr 30at 3. Official Receiver, 
Re High St, on. 
Hig pana, Thomas, Farnley, nr Leeds, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. Apr 30 at 
cial Receiver, St Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Bong William, Wollaston, Northamptonshire, Bootmaker. Apr 29 at 12. 
Count; ot bides, Porthesptos 
ee: — yo st, eee Dock. Grocer. Apr 28 at 11. 
al besten 5 8, g A~ 
oe Ae pa Batley, orks, oy "ler 30 at 10. Official Receiver, Bank 
¢c 
eer iow. Lonsdale rd, Barnes, Clerk. Apr 30 at 3, Official Receiver, 
-— Vi Se Westminster 
Speight, William, No enemap ce » Cieckemwell, Jeweller. May 1 at 2. Bank- 
anh th = rtugal st t, Lincoln "a jon fe 
Spencer, Ed 
2.30. Offi 





salvar Osten Man chester, a = Dealer. Apr 30 at 
cial Heceiver, 0 ~~ 8 3 chbrs, B 
Frede raitord Oa Milies aa at 3.45. Law In- 


Binaton 
stanetela, John Slater, and Frederic Stansfield, Corn Millers. Bradiord. May 1 
at 3. LawInstitute, Piccadill 'y, Bradford 





a. John Slater, So pm thy Lothersdal pr Gone , Yorkshire, Corn 
iller. May 1 at 8.30. Law Institute, Pi 
Bical, el, John, ury St Edmunds, Clerk. Apr 30 The Guildhall, Bury St 


walks Ginsiien ard, High st, South Norwood, Oilman. Apr 28 at 3. Offi- 
Receiver, 109, Victoria s' t, W 
Wales, John Edmonds, ow had Cornwall, Butcher. April 29 at 12. Official 
Receiver, Boscawen st, 
—, oa netgwEIe, Flintshire, Groce. May 5, at 12. Official Rece iver 


Wi eawin ‘Moseley, ‘Dermtegham, Hairdresser. May 6 at1. County Court, 


ces, § 
Wilson, Charles. Bulwer rd, New Barnet, Clerk. April 28 at 11.30. 28 and 29, 
St. Swithin’s lane 


Woolsey, William, jun., Great Yarmouth, Twine Spinner. May 4 ati. Mr. L. 
Blake, South Quay, Great Yarmouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arnold, Thomas, Ravensthorpe, Yorks, Engineer. Dewsbury. Pet April 14. 


eum April 16 
ay Charlies, and Charles John Chickley Blake Piowon, Suffolk 
= es st, Contractors. High Court, Pet Nov a. Ord April 15 


Onpeen 6 Altred, and Alfred Poste Everett, Tuffnell park, Holloway, Builders- 


Pet Mars. Ord April16 
Chap’ bapanan, award Portsmouth, Dresser. Porstmouth. Pet April 15. 


Crawfo! 1 William, Dudley, Worcestershire, Fender Manufacturer. Dudley. 
Pet Apr 17. Ord Apr 18 
Doda, “paris. t Holborn viaduct, Commission Merchant. High Court. Pet Feb 


Dormer, Wifiam aaane, Gt Wigston, Leicestershire, Butcher. Leicester. Pet 


Doughty, Geo: Lite, Auctioneer, Derby. Ord A 
Dyson. Ho Eber jynn, Norfolk, Lathrender. 4s. Lyon Pet Apr 7. 


Eames, eaen, Honiton, Widow. Exeter. Pet Mar. Ord Ay 

Evans, Daniel, Porth, Glamorganshire, Furniture Dealer. typridd, Pet 
Apr 16. Ord Apr 17 

Foster, David Cameron, Kingston u om Hull, Soda Water Manufacturer. King- 
ston upon Hull. Pet N Mar ff. Ord A Apri 

Gascoyne, William, Beckenham, Kent, Builder. Croydon. Pet Deo 17. Ord 


Apr t 
organ. amet Wehclins, Landport, Hampshire, Bootmaker. Portsmouth. Pet 
; 


( ree eo Warwickshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. Banbury. 
, ris 
em B, tohe C , Knoteingley, Yorkshire, Tailor, Wakefield, Pet Mar 0. 





| Harper, George, Eynsham, Oxfordshire, Hay Dealer. Oxford. Pet Marit. Ord 


Pies, Alex, Gt Marlow, Buckinghamshire, Coffee house Keeper. Aylesbury. 
Pet Feb 18.’ Ord Apr 18 
Johnson, Jes Biahird, Leicastes, Onttnesl Eaporter. Leicester. Pet Mar 19. 


Sones, Hiomas, Walton, Lancashire, Bullder. Liverpool. Pet March 12, Ord 


Buckinghamshire, Horse Dealer. Banbury, Pet 
rages, en Bear 


+ Bet Apel 6 = Northemptenciize, Shoe Manufacturer. Northampton. 
aft, Goorge Thomas omas } SS por ip CIEE High 
Sieiar, Alstudiiet Bakey, Hatter Derby. Pet March 26. Ord April 18 
Osborn, John, Clapham Park rd, Builder Wandsworth. Pet Feb 2. Ord 
7 John, Coxwold, Yorkshire, Grocer. York. Pet April 1. Ord 
GTI TIE Wandsworth. Pet Feb12. Ord 


Ro Beaconsfield, Buckinghamshire, Carrier. Aylesbury. Pe 
March 16. ‘Ord 


Robinson, pore Ape tt, Filey, Yorkshire, Gunmaker. Scarborough. Pet 
=." r i. Pt ig 
aaa sen, Langford, Oxfordshire, Baker. Swindon. Pet April 15. 


Simonds, Brewin ‘ihon Leicester, Yarn Agent. Leicester. Pet March 26. 
Ord A 
ange Fei Dimond ot, Pembroke Dock, Grocer. Pembroke 
mith, zm pot Apel ia Ged Apel = Tobacconist. Birmingham. Pet April 14. 
ST Apel tT 


Turner, ine, Gumbatand, Pasustt. Cockermouth ahd Workington. Pet Apri 
11. Ord April 17 


Wales, John Edmonds, Camborne, Cornwall, Butcher. Truro. Pet Mar 26. Ord 
r 18 
Word, Henry anny Benford, Holborn Viaduct, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet 
e' Ord A: 
Whitin 1 rom Walker, Cursitor st, Coancery lane, Lithographer. High Court. 
e Ord A: 
Wiliiam Hobert, Werter rd, Putney, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet Feb 


25. Mar 19 
Wesley eee Henley in Arden, Licensed Victualler. Warwick. Pet Mar 
pr 
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PUBLIC DEBT OF NEW W ZEALAND. 


CONVERSION of £5,772,500 ZEALAND 
GOVERNMENT bf Nd PER <y Ma 
ompany © e Bank of Eng- 
that, on behalf of the Agents 
ited by the Governor of New anlendinCouncll, 
the New Zealand Consolidated Stock Act. | 
Amendment Act, 1881, and the Pe ee | 
Btosk Act, 1884 (Sir Franci 
and Sir Penrose Good 


for conversion on the following terms, viz 
For every One Hundred Pounds of ‘pach Deben- 
tures a new Debenture will be issued for the same | 
bearing interest at the rate of 5 per cent. per 
annum or seven years, from 15th April, 1885, to 15th 
April, ie, wi when it will be converted into £107 New | 
Zealand Cent. Consolidated Stock, inscribed | 
at the Bank England, which will rank pari pass | 
with the Four per pr Consolidated S already 


created and i 
of | Somnaner, 1929. 
ions for Conversion will be received up to 
sot ye next, inclusive. 
terest upon the New Debentures will be 
py, Coupons in the same manner as upon the 
Debentures, viz., 15th January, 15th April, 
15th July, and 15th ee at the Bank of England, 
the first Coupon being for the dividend due 15th July 


Consol Debentures, from which the ge m due 15th 
April next must be detached, ma: may Se eposited at 
the Chief Cashier’s Office, Bank of England, for ex- 
change on or after Wednesday next, the 1ith inst. 
They must bear all Coupons subsequent to that due 
15th paneer ay and must b be left three clear days for 

will be given for the Deben- 
a new Debentures will be 


to receive, in exchange for each drawn De- 
benture, a new debenture as above, upon payment 
sum of £4 per Cent., provided application be 
before the 15th April next. 

the Act 40 & 41 Vict. ch. 59, the Revenues of the 
of New Zealand alone will be liable in respect 
the Stock and the Dividends thereon, and the 
Consolidated as of : te United Kingdom, and the 
a esty’s Treasury will not 
be directly or indirectly liable or seupenalitte for the 
of the Stock or of the Dividends thereon, 

or for any matter relating thereto. 

Bank of England, 6th March, 1835. 


d redeemable at par on the 1st | 


| to elect 
of 


— a Ppreshfield, 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE RR MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


| To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench Corporation of London &c, 


| ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Rove. Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the P 


| CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY “L CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
I ON NeOK 


4. CHANCERY LANE. 





AW FIRE INSURANCE OFFICE, Lond 
Chancery-lane, London, April 27, 1885. —Noti 

is Hereby poo) that the A 

MEETING 

surance Sccistyy Met be held at the Society’s Office, 

Chancery-lane, on Tuesday, the 5th day of 
ht Directors in the room of the like num 

directors who go out by rotation, and also to elect 

Four Auditors in the room of the like number who 


| retire, and for General 


oses. 
The chair will be taken at one o’clock precisely. 
The following Directors going out -by rotation are 


| eligible, and offer themselves for re-election :— 


Henry Fox Bristowe, | Frederick Morgan, Esq. 
Esq.. Q.C. Henry Salusbury Milman, 
The Hon. we 
George C 


sq. 
| ase"tiptan Robins, ee. | 
The Auditors re 
Edward beg Bigg, Esq. 
Octavius Leefe, Esq 
William Tanner Neve, Esq 
Edward Hugb Whitehead: “Esq 
They are eligible, my | or themasives: for re-elec- 
tion.—By order of the B 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 


ONDON ASSURANCE CORPORATION 
Established by Royal Charter, A.D. 1720. 
No. 7, Royal Exchange, E.C., and 
55, Parliament-street, 8S. W. 
Marine, Fire, and Life Assurances have been 
granted by the ‘Corporation for more than a century 


and a half. 
Funds in hand exceed £3,300,000. 





Av, GENERAL | 
Shareholders of the Law Fire In- | 


ay —_ 





Esq 
Wm “Melmoth Walters, 


| 
| 
| 


\N 


i 


> . 

aay inn ERS COCOATINA.. © 

Anti- or Chocolate Powder, E 

smear soluble ¢ Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
the excess of fat extracted. 

The Facul rp ronounce it “* the most nutritions, peE 
fectly digesti beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, 01 or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical —- 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Made ins tan ly with boiling wate en = 

e instantaneously wii Z r, & 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a 
Cocoatina 4 La VANILLE is the most delicate, Rigestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolaie, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 
In tins at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole gee 

H. Scuwzirzsz &Co.,10 4dam-st., Strand, I ondon, W, 


HE NEW EBALAND LAND MORT- 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
Capital £2,000,000, fully subscribed by more than 850 
shareholders. £100,000 paid up. 
The Company’s loans are limited to free- 
hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to 


DIRECTORS. 
Sir r WILtzAM T. Powzer 





| the uncalled capital. 


Home 
H. J. Sumew, Esq. 
W. K. Granam, Esq. 
FALCONER LAREWOERTEY, THOS, RUSSELL, Esq., 


Esq 
Axmitvn M. Mrronisoy, | Sir Epwarp W. Srar- 

Esq FORD, K.C.M.G. 

Chairman of Colonial Board. 
| The Hon. ms 2 FREDK. WHITAKER, K.C.M.G., M.L.C., 
te Premier of New Zealand. 

The ek are issuing Terminable Debentures 
bearing interest at 4 per » en for three years, and 
44 per ya for five years and upwards. Interest 
cantata Cow — 


IN, Managin r. 
Leadenbail-baildiines box Leadenhall-st., Coes E.C 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836. 

FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD. 

Loxpor: 1, oom. weed ane Asurpzrr: 3, 


INCOME & ‘FUNDS 3 — 
Fire Premiuv s ... ove «« £520,000 
Life Premiurs . eee 184,000 





Interest... ooo ove eee «« 124,000 
Accumulated Fund me «+ $2,390,000 








LAW UNION FIRE AND LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY. 


ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
the United Kingdom which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Business. 


126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


The only Law Insurance Office in 


CHIEF OFFICE: 





The Funds in Hand and Capital Subscribed amount to upwards of £1,800,000 Sterling. 





By 7 theed provision in the Company’s Deed of Settlement, and by the Con/litions of the Policies ot the Company, the Capital and Funds of each Department 


under no ¢ 


are kept distinct, 
Department. 


CHAIRMAN : 
Dercrr-Cxaremas : 


Liabilities of the 
minimum rate of interest — —namely, 


af belonging to the ier with w fart is £67 439 78, 2d. 
additions 


S$, together 


can the Capital or Funds of one department be applied to the payment of Losses or Expenses incurred in the other 


JAMES C CU DDON, ties. , Barrister-at-Law, Middle Temple. 





CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


The Sixth Quinquenn ted the 20th day of November, 18%, and the Directors having caused to be mate a Valuation of the Assets and 
mot oy eres = O Table rtalit ; hat known as the H. M., or Institute of Actuaries Healthy Males Table—and at the 


the Company on the strictest- known Table of Mortality —name'y, t 
oat 3 per cent., with ¢ 4 reserve of the whole of the Loading—the Result shows that, after making aes amma for every known 


— isa ius for distribution amongst the Shareholders and the Policyholders entitled to share in the profits of £30,994 19s. 
spropscton thre 
assured and 


This sum will give a Reversionary Bonus of £1 103. per cent. per annum 
a further prospective Bonus of £1 per cent. per annum upon sums insured under participating Polic 


n sums 
e8 which 


may become claims during the current Quinqguen 
Directors we decided to pay claims a Life Policies immediately on proof of death and identity instead of at the end of three months after such 


proof, as has been the rule 


Quingquennium 
ending Revenue. 


Fire Premium 


Life Premium {| Revenue from 
Revenue. | Interest. 


hitherto. 
TABLE SHOWING THE PROGRESS OF THE SONS AT THE END OF EACH OF THE FIVE QUSnETEAE, PERIODS. 


Total Funds. 








£ 
58 
13,7020 
22,02 
DMS 
26214 
DB 


‘ 


thie statement it will be seen that durin 


* annum in the Lite 


£ 
82,178 





the last Quingnenniam the groes 
partment, 


whilst the revenue Oe from interest and the Accumulated Fund have 


premium revenue has been increased by £10,899 per annum in the Fire» 


increased by £9,445 per 


yrte of the Company’ s progress, ant every information will be forwarded ostage free a application to the Secretary at 
A the ne Company. FRANK Meo ED Y, Aorv. 


ALY AND SECRETARY, 





four 
NED 
such 


onful 


tible, 
when 


$s and 


and 
th 
own 


ums 
hich 


such 





